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ABSTRACT 
Overseas labor migration has enabled many Filipinos to meet the needs of their families.  
However, findings from several studies suggest that immigration also adversely impacts the 
well-being of immigrant families.  Previous research (e.g., Qin, 2006), for instance, shows that 
immigrant parents’ demanding work schedule negatively affects family dynamics (e.g., 
closeness).  In turn, weakened family bonds have been linked to negative psychological 
outcomes (e.g., depression) among children of immigrants (Hwang & Wood, 2009; Rumbaut, 
1994).  The current study investigated the relationship between satisfaction with parental 
upbringing and mental health.  In particular, it examined the interaction between family 
closeness and satisfaction with parental upbringing in predicting depression and suicide-related 
outcomes.  Because children’s satisfaction had not been previously measured, a new scale was 
developed and validated for the current study.  Results indicated that both lack of family 
closeness and children’s level of satisfaction with their upbringing were significantly associated 
with depression or suicide-related behaviors; the interaction between closeness and satisfaction, 
however, did not significantly predict negative psychological outcomes.  Moreover, although 
children’s satisfaction did not contribute to predicting depression above and beyond family 
closeness, it significantly accounted for more serious psychopathology (i.e., prolonged 
hopelessness and seriousness of suicidal ideation).  The discussion highlights the implications of 
these findings on Filipino American mental health. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Statement of the Problem 
 Despite being the second largest Asian group (2.8 million; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007) 
and second largest immigrant group, next to Mexicans, in the U.S. (Portes & Rumbaut, 1996), 
Filipino Americans have been considered an “invisible minority” because of the perception 
among mainstream Americans that Filipinos are well suited to the American life (Cimmarusti, 
1996; Takaki, 1989; Wolf, 1997).  In fact, many Filipino immigrants have been described as 
well-educated and highly-skilled professionals with high socioeconomic status (Espiritu, 1994; 
Liu, Ong & Rosenstein, 1991; Santos, 1997).  Thus, when a survey study on youth risk behaviors 
(i.e., Youth Risk Behavior Survey) conducted by the Center for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC) in 1993 found that children of Filipino immigrants had one of the highest rates of suicidal 
ideation and attempts compared to other American youths, Asian American scholars started to 
question the notion that Filipinos are immune to acculturative stress and began paying closer 
attention to the possible reasons behind such an alarming finding (Wolf, 1997; Espiritu & Wolf, 
2001).   
 Based on the findings of the CDC study, 46% of Filipino American female students from 
San Diego public high schools reported having seriously thought about committing suicide, 
while 23% reported actually attempting suicide (Lau, 1995).  Among Filipino American males, 
29% reported thinking about suicide.  These statistics were found to be much higher than the 
national average (24%, ideation) and when compared to other ethnic minority youths (Hispanic 
females, 33%; African American female, 25%; African American males, 24%; Hispanic males, 
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21%).  In addition, a report published in 2003 by the San Diego County Health and Human 
Services shows that Filipino American youth continue to have higher rates of suicide attempts 
compared to other American youths 10 years after the aforementioned survey was conducted 
(San Diego Health and Human Services Agency, 2003; see Figure 1).  A 2007 report prepared 
for the San Francisco Unified School District showed similar findings; close to 1 in 5 Filipino 
American high school students (18.6%) have seriously considered attempting suicide compared 
to 15% in Latinos, 12% in Whites, 11% in Chinese and 7% African Americans (ETR Associates, 
2008).  Results from these studies only make more apparent the fact that many children of 
Filipino immigrants continue to struggle to maintain their mental health.  Besides the findings on 
suicide and depression research (Mossakowski, 2007; Rumbaut, 1994; Tompar-Tiu & Sustento-
Seneriches, 1995), other studies also report that Filipino American youths have high rates of 
substance use (Otsuki, 2003) and school dropout (Okamura, 1998) compared to other Asian 
American adolescents.   
 Outcomes from the youth risk behavior study also highlight the discrepancy between the 
economic success of Filipino immigrants in the U.S. and the psychosocial problems of their 
children.  Because the family has been a source of pride and ethnic identity for many Filipinos 
(Espiritu, 1994; Tuason, Taylor, Rollings, Harris & Martin, 2007), researchers interested in 
understanding the experiences of Filipino American children often begin by studying their home 
life and family relationships (Agbayani-Siewert & Enrile, 2003; Wolf, 1997).  Investigating the 
impact of parent-child relationship problems in the context of immigrant families, however, is 
neither new nor uncommon in children’s mental health research.  In fact, the differences between 
immigrant parents’ traditional cultural values and their children’s more contemporary beliefs are 
well-documented in the research literature (Sluzki, 1979; Szapocnik & Kurtines, 1993).  For 
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instance, researchers have shown that differences in the rates of acculturation to mainstream 
Amerian culture between immigrant Latino parents and their children predict family conflict and 
children’s problem behaviors (Szapocznik & Kurtines, 1993).  Moreover, Asian American 
scholars suggest that conflict in immigrant families may also arise from differing communication 
styles between immigrant parents and their children and problems with language fluency 
(Hwang, 2006).  Although scholars studying the effects of immigration on the family come from 
various disciplines and different theoretical orientations, many agree that moving to a new 
country and adapting to a new culture is a stressful process for the whole family and can lead to 
conflict and mental health problems (Espiritu & Wolf, 2001; Hwang, 2006; Szapocznik & 
Kurtines, 1993; Qin, 2006).   
 While the stress associated with immigration has been known to affect family dynamics 
such as closeness and conflict, negative family dynamics, in turn, have been linked to children’s 
psychological and behavioral problems.  For instance, previous research has established a 
significant relationship between lack of cohesion in the family and depression among children 
and adolescents from various ethnicities, including those from European American, African 
American, and Asian American ethnic backgrounds (Crane, Ngai, Larson, Hafen, 2005; Espiritu 
& Wolf, 2001; McKeown et al., 1997).  The current study will extend the above findings by 
investigating the link between family dynamics in Filipino immigrant families and the well being 
of young adult children of Filipino immigrants.  In particular, it will examine if young adult 
children’s satisfaction with their parents’ ability to fulfill parental obligations influence the 
relationship between family emotional distancing and symptoms of depression and Suicidality 
among young adult Filipino Americans. 
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1.2 Background and Significance 
 Previous studies on immigrant Filipino parents and their children (e.g., Fuligni, 1997; 
Salazar et al., 2000; Schulze, 2004; Wolf, 1997) have primarily focused on what parents expect 
from their children.  Despite findings from previous studies suggesting that children’s own 
interpretation of parental behaviors serve as better predictors of their psychosocial outcomes 
compared to actual parental behaviors (Cumsille & Epstein, 1994; Harold, Fincham, Osborne & 
Conger, 1997; Kim & Ge, 2000), no study so far has explored what children expect from their 
parents or whether children are satisfied with their parents’ ability to perform their role as 
parents.  Researchers examining the effects of parental behaviors on children’s outcome often 
ask participants to rate the frequency with which certain parental behaviors were seen, but do not 
take into account how children feel about or interpret these behaviors.  This issue is important 
and relevant to U.S.-born children of Filipino immigrants who may have certain expectations 
from their parents based on their day to day experiences living in the U.S.   
 Being raised by immigrant parents with traditional cultural beliefs in a society that 
upholds a different set of values may be particularly confusing for children of Filipino 
immigrants.  On the one hand, Filipino parents raise their children to conform to the mainstream 
American norms by emphasizing the use of English as a primary language at home or by 
preferring to teach their children how to blend in the mainstream American society.  In fact, 
many Filipino families choose to live among European Americans in suburban areas (Espiritu, 
1994, 1995; Espiritu & Wolf, 2001).  Some scholars contend that Filipino parents are merely 
protecting their children from societal discrimination (e.g., at work) by encouraging them to 
assimilate to American culture, while others suggest that Filipino parents may be too busy to 
teach their children about the Filipino culture (Espiritu & Wolf, 2001).  Still others believe this 
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type of socialization behaviors is rooted in the colonial history of the Philippines (David & 
Okazaki, 2006a; Wolf, 1997).  Nevertheless, it is important to note that Filipino Americans may 
eventually internalize the standards of the mainstream American culture—standards from which 
they compare their overall experience at home and their parents’ specific parenting practices. 
 On the other hand, Filipino parents expect their children to understand more complex 
socio-cultural phenomena, such as the necessity of Filipino immigration and the challenges 
parents face at work.  For instance, although Filipino immigrants have one of the highest rates of 
labor force participation (Agbayani-Siewert & Jones, 1997; Okamura & Agbayani, 1991) and 
almost two-thirds of those who participate in the labor force occupy a professional, managerial 
or skilled positions (Lott, 1991), Filipino immigrants remain underpaid and underemployed 
(Sustento-Seneriches, 1997).  Filipinos have been known to accept low-paid positions—
incommensurate with their educational attainment or work experience—to continue supporting 
their family both in the U.S. and back in the Philippines (Okamura & Agbayani, 1991; Parreñas, 
2001).  For these reasons Filipino immigrants often need to supplement their earnings from their 
primary job with wages from a second job or from overtime work (Cimmarusti, 1996), which 
consequently translate into less time spent with the family.  In addition, the Philippines is also 
the largest supplier of medical workers to the U.S., which make it more likely for Filipino 
immigrants to occupy labor- and time-intensive jobs such as nursing (Tyner, 1999).   
 Despite this reality, Filipino children often do not share their parents’ view that devoting 
numerous hours at work is an act of sacrifice—an obligation parents feel they have to fulfill to 
provide the basic needs of the family and the best possible education to their children (Bulatao, 
1970; Parreñas, 2006).  Because these cultural beliefs and personal experiences are often not 
communicated explicitly by the parents, children of Filipino immigrants may lack the awareness 
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or appreciation for what their parents have given up.  Instead of recognizing their parents’ 
reasons for spending long hours at work, Filipino American children may inadvertently focus on 
what their parents are not able to do due to their absence (e.g., spending quality time with the 
family, providing their children with guidance, etc.).  At first glance, the case of Filipino 
immigrant families may not seem so different from any other two-income families in the U.S.—
after all, women may just be as likely as men to participate in paid labor in the American society.  
However, by examining more closely the less obvious factors that motivate Filipino immigrants 
to spend more time working, this research seeks to understand the distinct nature of their 
experience. 
 Of particular interest are the following research questions: How do Filipino American 
young adults view and cope with their parents’ demanding work schedules?  Do young adult 
children of Filipino immigrants expect their parents to fulfill different sets of parental 
responsibilities than those that are culturally proscribed by the Filipino culture and those that 
their limited time would allow? More importantly, can young adult children’s level of 
satisfaction with their parents’ parenting practices explain why some Filipino American children 
become more depressed or engage more in suicidal ideation than others?  The current study 
seeks to provide a better understanding of the family processes that occur within the Filipino 
American households through the perspective of young adult Filipino Americans.  The study also 
underscores the importance of how young adults make sense of their experiences with their 
family—with the notion that their subjective experiences is associated with their level of 
satisfaction and, consequently, their psychological outcome.  Findings from the current study can 
inform mental health practitioners involved in providing services to the Filipino community in 
the United States: Satisfaction with parents can be an additional issue to consider and address—
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during individual or family therapy—which may help improve strained family relationships and 
the mental health of Filipino Americans. 
 
1.3 Conceptual Framework 
The current theoretical model is guided by Szapocznik and Kurtines’ (1993) 
embeddedness approach.  Drawing from the contextualist paradigm and particularly from 
previous research conducted by developmental and cultural psychologists (Bronfenbrenner, 
1977; Liddle, 1987; Sue & Zane, 1987), Szapocznik and Kurtines (1993) argue that children are 
not only shaped by their home environment and the cultural values of their family, but also—and 
more importantly—by the interaction between the various contexts that make up a pluralistic 
society.  Based on their research with Cuban immigrant families, they suggest that problem 
behaviors in adolescents from Latino immigrant families arise from the changes in family 
dynamics between children and their parents.  Specifically, Szapocznik and Kurtines (1993) 
contend that changes in family relationships stem from children’s demand for more autonomy 
from their parents during adolescence—with an assumption that prior to adolescence the beliefs 
of parents and young children do not sharply differ from one another.  They emphasize that the 
clash between immigrant parents’ traditional values and their children’s more contemporary 
beliefs make conflict in immigrant families less typical and less normative compared to the 
parent-child discord experienced by many non-immigrant families.  Immigrant parents’ slower 
rate of adjustment to the mainstream American culture make them more likely to expect their 
children to adhere to traditional cultural values of their heritage and less likely to understand 
their children’s more acculturated behaviors.  Thus, conflict between immigrant parents and their 
children is largely determined by the difference in rates by which they acculturate. 
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Similar to Cuban families in Szapocznik and Kurtines’ (1993) study—and like many 
Asian immigrant families in the U.S. (Hwang, 2006; Qin, 2006)—Filipino immigrant families 
also undergo a process of acculturation and enculturation.  However, some scholars argue that 
the process of adaptation or ethnic identity development in Filipino Americans is not as linear as 
it has been previously suggested in the literature (Espiritu, 1995).  For instance, research on 
parenting reveals that Filipina immigrant mothers uphold traditional socialization goals and 
beliefs regarding parenting when raising their children in the U.S. (Schulze, 2004).  Nonetheless, 
immigration may greatly—though indirectly—influence the frequency and the way in which 
Filipino family members interact with one another.  Multiple and competing demands from the 
new environment (e.g., hours parents spend at work or children having various extracurricular 
activities) may change the way in which Filipino families would traditionally interact. 
 Szapocznik and Kurtines (1993) maintain that in a pluralistic society like the United 
States various factors in the children’s environment exist and that these factors work 
synergistically to influence children’s development.  The impact of culture and immigration on 
the family (and consequently on the children of immigrants) cannot be separated because their 
effects are intertwined.  Furthermore, history is another context—only briefly mentioned in 
Szapocznik and Kurtines’ work—that can help explain the effects of immigration and culture on 
the family.  For instance, the changing immigration laws in the U.S. influenced which types of 
immigrants are allowed entry into the country (Liu et al., 1991).  Because each immigrant group 
come with distinct reasons and for various purposes—each tied to specific historical 
phenomenon—the challenges that each group faces may vary as a result (Bulatao, 1970; Liu et 
al., 1991; Parreñas, 2006).  This is not to say that the problems that one immigrant group faces 
are completely dissimilar to those experienced by other groups.  Certain processes may indeed 
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remain the same (e.g., conflict experienced in immigrant households) across different immigrant 
groups.  Perhaps, what differs is the content (e.g., the specific source of conflict or stress) that 
drives these processes.   
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1.4 Tables and Figures 
 
Figure 1: San Diego County Health and Human Services 2003 Report Card 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Necessity and Challenges of Immigration 
 The 1970s marked an important shift in the history of the Philippines, characterized by a 
mass exodus of both professional and service workers.  At a time when deteriorating economic 
conditions left the country in financial turmoil, many of its citizens were forced to find 
employment opportunities abroad to meet the needs of their families (Espiritu & Wolf, 2001).  
The country, since then, has experienced an exponential increase and continued growth in the 
number of Filipinos working in foreign countries and overseas labor migration soon became a 
cultural phenomenon (Alburo & Abella, 2002; Okamura, 1998; Pagaduan, 2006; San Juan, 
2000).  Approximately seven million Filipinos work and live in more than 160 countries 
worldwide (Kanlungan Center Foundation, 2000 as cited in Parreñas, 2006).  The decision of the 
Philippine government in the 1970s to pay its foreign debt, deregulate and privatize the 
economy, and increase taxes left many Filipinos unemployed, impoverished and without good 
quality social services (e.g., healthcare, education).  The financial and societal conditions in the 
Philippines—in addition to the increased demand for skilled workers abroad—motivated many 
Filipinos to find jobs in other countries.  A large majority of overseas Filipino contract workers 
living in the Middle Eastern and other Asian countries migrate with the intention of eventually 
coming back to the Philippines.  However, those who immigrated to the United States tend to do 
so to settle permanently (Alburo & Abella, 2002).   
With the profound influence of the American culture on Filipinos and the close historical 
link connecting the two countries, the U.S. became a prime destination for many skilled and 
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professional workers (Ong & Azores, 1994; Strobel, 1991).  For many Filipinos who made the 
U.S. their permanent home, immigration represented a positive change.  It offered a promise—
one that gives parents a chance to provide the basic needs of their family and one that may afford 
them the chance to send their children to college (Alburo & Abella, 2002; Espiritu, 1995; Liu et 
al., 1991). 
 Nevertheless, immigration also brings a number of challenges to immigrant families.  As 
many Asian American researchers contend, immigration often results in acculturative stress, 
some of which may be manifested in the dissolution of the traditional cultural values and the 
weakening of strong familial bonds (Hwang, 2006; Qin, 2006; Wolf, 1997).  One of the 
acculturative challenges with which many Filipino parents in the U.S. face is the difficult task of 
balancing a demanding work schedule with other important responsibilities involved in raising a 
family (Agbayani-Siewert & Jones, 1997).  Many working parents need to put in overtime or 
take an extra shift to pay for expenses, including their children’s tuition.  Unfortunately, the 
amount of time parents spend at work—away from their families—may also prove detrimental to 
the quality of relationship they develop with their children, the overall emotional bonding within 
the family and, more importantly, the psychosocial well-being of their children (Crosnoe & 
Trinitapoli, 2008; Qin, 2006).   
 Immigration also uproots Filipinos from their community.  As Filipino immigrants move 
to the U.S., they leave behind a social network of friends and relatives.  They often settle in 
predominantly White, middle-class neighborhoods which precludes them from forming valuable 
social networks.  Filipinos have been known to be collectivistic, and previous studies have noted 
their openness to allow relatives to care for and discipline their children (Schulze, 2004).  
Without the social and instrumental support of kinship network and extended family, immigrants 
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and their children are more likely to suffer greater stress associated with acculturation and to 
increase the risk for psychopathology (Sluzki, 1998). 
 
2.2 Women, Work and the Changing Culture of the Family 
 Immigration is also a particularly cultural and gendered phenomenon for Filipinos 
(Tyner, 1999).  Post-1965 immigrant Filipinos consist primarily of skilled professionals, many of 
whom were female nurses contracted by American agencies to fill the shortage of qualified 
health workers in the U.S. (Ong & Azores, 1994).  Parreñas (2006) contend that the migration 
and overseas labor force participation of women in the Philippines are changing the traditional 
gender roles of women in the family.  She argues that in the Filipino culture, men are 
traditionally seen as the haligi ng tahanan or the “breadwinner” of the family, while women are 
often seen as the ilaw ng tahanan or the “caregiver of the family.”  In an ethnographic study that 
focused on young adult children’s attitudes about their mother’s decision to participate in 
overseas labor migration, Parreñas (2006) conducted in-depth, open-ended interviews with 69 
young adults (age 17 to 23) attending various colleges in Central Philippines as well as 31 of 
their guardians.  Of the 69 participants, 30 had mothers and 26 had fathers who were working 
abroad, while 13 had parents who were both working overseas.  In discussing the participants’ 
attitudes regarding overseas work, Parreñas (2006) found that young adult children approved of 
their mother’s decision to work outside the home only when the mothers were still able to fulfill 
their traditional duties as caregiver.  Children whose mother left the country to help the family 
financially did not view their mothers’ decision as necessary and, at times, often felt that the 
decision was at odds with the interest of the family.  The young adults in Parreñas’ study also 
maintained that their mother’s income only supplemented the income of their father—the true 
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“breadwinner”—despite the fact that their mother’s income was higher than their father’s.  Such 
perspectives may be detrimental to the relationship between mothers and children in the long run 
because it minimizes the mothers’ contribution to the family and ignores the fact that mothers 
undertake multiple roles and fulfill many responsibilities.  
 In the U.S., Filipino women have the highest rate of labor force participation compared to 
other American women (Agbayani-Siewert & Jones, 1997; Stier, 1991).  Although there have not 
been studies in the U.S. that mirror the one conducted by Parreñas in the Philippines, Filipino 
immigrant women face the same dilemma of fulfilling their traditional role as family caregiver, 
while also keeping up with the demands of their professional work to meet the financial needs of 
a dual-income family.  Women—unlike men—deal with two competing value systems: They are 
expected to care for the needs of the family while simultaneously showing commitment to their 
career (Coser, 1991; Garey, 1995).  Despite these pressures, working mothers are often seen as 
less concerned about fulfilling their role in the family, less sensitive to the needs of others, and 
more interested in their own careers (Etaugh & Study, 1989; Garey, 1995).   
In her interview with hospital workers (e.g., nurses, administrators, clerks) working in the 
night shift at a large private hospital in California, Garey (1995) argued that working in the 
evening allowed the women in her study—some of whom were Filipino immigrants—to fulfill 
their economic obligations to their families while appearing to be “normal” stay-at-home 
mothers during the day.  Such decision maintains the culturally “symbolic importance” of 
motherhood.  Garey asserted that despite some help from their husbands, most of the “mother-
appropriate” work at home (e.g., accompanying children to school activities) were still largely 
done by women.  In fact, some studies focusing on dual-earning households suggest that despite 
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women’s financial contribution to the family, the expectations and role of men in the home 
remain relatively unchanged (Hochschild & Machung, 1988).   
On the contrary, Espiritu (2003) and Jain and Belsky (1997) argued that changes in 
Filipino women’s responsibilities within the family have also affected men’s traditional roles.  
The necessity of having a two-income household and the highly demanding nature of women’s 
work has also increased men’s responsibilities at home.  This shift has reconfigured the 
traditional division of labor between immigrant Filipino mothers and fathers when it comes to 
parental responsibilities, which may affect the way children perceive their parents.  Nonetheless, 
further empirical research is necessary to determine if a trend towards such a change in 
immigrant parents’ traditional roles is indeed occurring. 
 
2.3 Immigration, Parental Expectations and Emotional Isolation 
 The influx of professional Filipino immigrants in the U.S. has been a product of cultural 
and historical factors.  Filipinos have always valued the importance of education.  In fact, 
Filipinos view education as a means to improve one’s social standing or maintain a family’s 
reputation (Salazar, Schludermann, Schludermann & Huynh, 2000; Schulze, 2004).  However, 
the motivation of Filipinos to achieve academic success became even more pronounced in the 
1970s when having college education meant having the opportunity to work overseas and being 
able to provide financial support to one’s family (Pagaduan, 2006).  Historical events, such as the 
Philippine financial crisis of the 1970s, gave rise to a social selection process whereby certain 
sectors of the Philippine population were given preference to immigrate (Liu et al., 1991).  
Hence, it is not surprising that Filipino immigrants in the U.S. maintain the belief that academic 
achievement leads to successful careers and better opportunities.  Furthermore, studies on 
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Filipino Americans suggest that parents’ attitudes about educational attainment become part of 
their socialization goals and expectations for their children (Salazar et al., 2000; Schulze, 2004). 
 In response to the findings of the aforementioned youth risk behavior survey conducted 
by the CDC, Wolf (1997) conducted four focused group with 22 (21 undergraduate students) 
Filipino American young adults (18 women) attending the University of California at Davis to 
examine possible problems faced by young adult children of Filipino immigrants.  Study 
participants were either American-born or had immigrated to the U.S. at an early age and most of 
them had parents with professional jobs.  In her study, Wolf asserted that children from Filipino 
immigrant families feel tremendous pressure to do well in school.  More importantly, in focusing 
the bulk of her analysis on Filipino daughters, Wolf found that the young women in her study felt 
a sense of emotional isolation from their parents; the Filipino American young adults she 
interviewed indicated that they were not able to discuss their problems with their parents.  These 
Filipina Americans also reported feeling confused by their parents’ tendency to pressure their 
daughters to excel in high school while preventing them from attending four-year colleges to 
keep their daughters safe at home.  Wolf’s study underscores the tension between parents’ desire 
to become involved in their children’s lives and children’s reluctance to approach their parents 
for emotional support.  Wolf suggests that such reluctance stem from children’s fears regarding 
the possible repercussions (e.g., anger, conflict) of discussing their feelings of dissatisfaction 
with their parents.  With no other sources of social support, young adult Filipino Americans are 
often left without any outlets, which lead to loneliness and despair (Wolf, 1997). 
 American-born (second generation) children of Filipino immigrants represent 
approximately one-third (33.36%) of the Filipino population in the United States (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2007).  Although researchers may not be able to generalize Wolf’s findings to all 
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Filipinos in the United States, one may be able to extend her findings to second generation 
Filipino Americans and to those who immigrated to the U.S. at a very early age.  Wolf’s analysis 
also centered chiefly on women’s experiences—all of whom were from California.  Perhaps, 
Filipino Americans in other regions of the U.S. may not share the same perspectives or have the 
same experiences as these participants, especially those who live in places that are not as densely 
populated by Filipino Americans as certain parts of California (e.g., San Francisco, San Diego, 
or Los Angeles).  Hence, further research is warranted.  
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CHAPTER 3 
PRELIMINARY RESEARCH 
 
 To build upon Wolf’s (1997) findings and to examine Filipino Americans’ emotional 
experiences at home, a qualitative study on second generation Filipino American college-age 
young adults was conducted (Lim, 2008).  Using semi-structured interview, participants were 
asked to describe their relationship with their parents, the topics in which the participants and 
their parents disagreed, and ways in their parents taught them how to express emotions.  The 
interviews lasted between 60 to 180 minutes.  In describing their relationship with their parents 
and their day to day interactions during the initial part of the interview, participants characterized 
the relationship they have with their parents as well as the factors that influenced the type of 
relationship.   
 All 30 participants (15 women) in the study were American-born children of Filipino 
immigrants attending a large university in the Midwest.  They were recruited from campus 
cultural organizations and through the Psychology subject pool.  They ranged in age from 18 to 
22 years old (M = 19.66, SD = 1.34).  The participants’ parents all attended college; more than 
80% of the fathers are college graduate, while 90% of the mothers finished college.  Two thirds 
(67%) of the participants have parents whose combined income is more than $70,000.  The 
participants’ parents’ educational background, occupation, and income are consistent with the 
demographic profile of professional Filipino immigrants as reported in the literature (Espiritu, 
1995; Liu et al., 1991; Ong & Azores, 1994).  All participants were raised in the Christian 
religion (90% identified as Catholic) and more than half (62%) grew up in areas where there 
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were less than 3 other Asian families in the neighborhood (i.e., most were raised in 
predominantly White neighborhoods). 
Using Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR; Hill, Thompson & Williams, 1997) to 
analyze the interviews, the theme of family emotional distancing emerged as participants 
discussed their parents’ absence at home.  Like the young adult Filipinas in Wolf’s (1997) study, 
Filipino men in this study also felt a sense of emotional disconnection from their parents.  
However, in addition to Wolf’s findings, participants in this study also attribute their alienation 
from their parents to the lack of time they spend as a family and to the inability of some parents 
to fulfill the traditional caregiving roles of parents.  For instance, a 20-year-old college junior, 
noted the effects of work on his relationship with his father who worked as an accountant:  
He used to work at the same corporation for 30 years, and, afterwards he would just go 
home and sit in front of the TV, so, we really didn’t get to know my father that much, 
[because] he was always tired… my dad wasn’t… he’s rarely there so… I mean, when he 
was home he was like dead tired so… I just remember sitting down and watching a lot of 
TV with my dad. That was my relationship with my dad when I was 5 [to] 7 [years old]. 
Another participant, age 22, noted his distant relationship with his mother:  
I think there’s almost like a business relationship with me and my mom.  She just wants 
me to make sure I finish college… [it] seems like most of the phone calls we ever have is 
just, purely administrative, like, “oh yea, blah blah, I need to make sure that I have this 
much money in that account to pay for this bill.”  And she’ll occasionally [ask] “how’s 
school?” But it’s really just, “how are your grades?” Or “are you studying enough?”   
Further analysis of the qualitative interviews revealed that not only did some participants felt the 
absence of their parents in their lives, but some of them also experienced a sense of 
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dissatisfaction with such absence, which as one participant noted is associated with the inability 
of his mother (a physician) to fulfill her traditional role as a mother: 
I just remember fighting because she was always… asking me too much to do, and I 
would tell her to do it. And I just kind of back, back and forth saying “you should do 
this”… and I said, “no, you should do this”…she just asked me to do… chores, and I 
said, “Oh you should do this,” you know.  Like she never cooked and cleaned or anything 
like that.  And I just brought it up, like straight up... and she got very upset, because she 
said, while she’s at work, and I was comparing her to like a typical mother [who] could 
clean and just take care of her family, and she got very upset.  
The results of this study, as well as those from previous research, underscore the importance of 
children’s subjective experience.  These findings also suggested a need to conduct further 
research on the construct of children’s satisfaction.   
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CHAPTER 4 
SUMMARY AND HYPOTHESES 
 
 Filipinos in the Philippines often dream of one day working and living overseas—in 
countries like the United States where they can provide their family with financial security and 
their children with quality education.  Nevertheless, the promise of such a dream can sometimes 
obscure some of the significant challenges that await immigrants and their families in the U.S.  
One of these challenges is the difficulty of maintaining close family ties while coping with the 
reality and necessity of spending long hours at work.  In addition—and what may be less noticed 
by Filipino immigrant parents— Filipino American youths also face comparable challenges.  
Living in an American society while being taught traditional Filipino values, Filipino American 
youths are often left to interpret, make sense and, at times, struggle with the experience of living 
between two cultures.  Managing the conflicting aspects of the American and Filipino cultures 
may be an easier task for some than others; those who are less able to understand the reasons for 
their parents’ expectations and behaviors may be more likely to feel dissatisfied with the way in 
which their parents raised them.  The overall aim of the current study is to determine if the 
construct of children’s satisfaction (CS) can show how negative family dynamics can lead to 
negative psychosocial outcome in some young adults but not others.  The current study will test 
the following research hypotheses:  
(1) CS will be a distinct construct that is separate from other known predictors of 
depression, such as family conflict, perceived acculturation gap, perceived parental behaviors 
and family cohesion.   
P 
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(1.1) CS will be moderately and negatively correlated with both family conflict and 
perceived acculturation gap.  Higher scores on perceived acculturation gap and family 
conflict are more likely to be associated with lower levels of satisfaction among 
Filipino American young adults. 
(1.2) CS will be moderately and positively correlated with both family cohesion and 
perceived parental acceptance and involvement.  Closer family bonds and perceptions 
of parental acceptance and involvement will be related to higher levels of satisfaction 
among the young adult children of Filipino immigrants. 
(2) Unlike many predictors of depression, CS will not be correlated with parental 
educational attainment, but will be positively correlated with the participants’ ethnic identity and 
attitudes towards their family.  Because a sizable majority of Filipino immigrant parents have 
high educational attainment, young adult children’s satisfaction will not be associated with their 
parents’ level of education.  On the other hand, the participants’ degree of identification and 
affiliation with their ethnic group and their family will be associated with their parental 
satisfaction level—perhaps because they may be more able to understand the struggles of 
Filipino immigrants.  
(3) CS will have incremental validity; adding CS to the model can improve the ability to 
predict depression, suicidal ideation, and suicide-related behaviors. 
(4) CS will moderate the effects of family distancing (lack of closeness) on Filipino 
American young adults’ depressive symptoms and suicide-related behaviors. 
This research will also examine some exploratory research questions: 
(5) Do the participants report more dissatisfaction with their mother’s than their father’s 
parental practices?  Research suggests that despite working as much as their spouses, women are 
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still expected to shoulder domestic responsibilities.  Will their busy work life influence their 
ability to perform expected domestic obligations?  Will this affect the participants’ level of 
satisfaction with their mothers? 
(6) Is there a three-way interaction among family closeness, acculturation gap, and level 
of satisfaction in predicting depression and suicide-related behaviors?   
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CHAPTER 5 
METHOD 
 
5.1 Participants and Procedures 
Recruitment. Study participants were recruited through psychology subject pool (at two 
large public universities) and a snowball sampling of campus clubs and organizations in a 
number of colleges in Illinois and California.  Subject pool participants were given course credit 
for completing the online study, while non-subject pool participants were compensated with a 
gift card worth $10 for participating.  To help recruit non-subject pool participants, leaders from 
Filipino American organizations were contacted via electronic mail asking them for their support 
and permission to inform their members about the study.  Flyers and letters were sent to 
organizations that agreed to disseminate this information.   
Interested students were given the link to an online survey.  They were given a chance to 
read and agree with the information written on the consent before being permitted to complete 
the survey.  For measures that relate to parental behaviors, participants were asked to report on 
their father’s and mother’s behaviors separately.  Upon completion of the online survey, 
participants were provided (via electronic mail) with the copy of the consent form as well as a 
debriefing form containing some basic information about the study and mental health resources.  
Sample Characteristics. A total of 409 college participants (270 women) from both 
Illinois (26%) and California completed the online survey.  The majority of the college 
participants (99%) were between 18 and 24 years old (M = 20.15, SD = 1.69); five participants 
were non-traditional students who were between 25 and 30 years old.  There was an equal 
distribution of freshmen (22%), sophomores (23%), juniors (28%) and seniors (23%) in the 
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sample.  While many reside in apartments by themselves or with friends or siblings (59%), a 
significant proportion live either in the dormitories (28%) or at home with parents (14%). 
Approximately 77% (n = 316) of the participants were U.S.-born (i.e., second 
generation), while the rest were either born in the Philippines (20%) or in other countries (2%).  
Of the 93 foreign-born participants, 66 (71%) have resided in the U.S. for at least 10 years, and 
only 15 (16%) of the 93 immigrated after the age of 12.  Whereas both parents of all 409 
participants are Filipino by heritage, a small portion of the mothers (5%) and fathers (5%) were 
born in the U.S.  Eighty percent of the participants reported having parents who are currently 
married, while 13% reported having divorced or separated parents.  With regard to household 
size, 44% reported living with 4 to 5 other people at home while they were growing up, 26% 
reported living with 2 to 3 other family members, while approximately 10% reported living with 
at least 6 other individuals at home.  Furthermore, nearly half of the sample (49%) indicated 
having had a secondary caregivers besides their parents—these were often grandparents (58% of 
the time) or hired babysitters or nannies who were not related to the participants (22% of the 
time).  Among those who were born in the U.S., 76% (n = 241) reported visiting the Philippines 
at least once, and while most of them are only one-time visitors, approximately 12% are frequent 
travelers, returning to the Philippines between 6 and 15 times. With regard to religion, 
approximately 91% of the participants reported being raised Catholic, while another 8% 
identified with the “Christian” religion.  Less than 3% indicated not being raised in any particular 
religion.   
The Hollingshead’s Occupational Scale (Hollingshead, 1975) was used to classify 
parents’ occupation; this 9-point scale classifies various occupational titles according to social 
status and prestige.  With regard to father’s occupation, 35% were reported to hold professional 
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or executive positions (e.g., engineers, physicians, accountants, registered nurses; Hollingshead 
Score: 8 or 9), 22% hold technical or managerial positions (e.g., computer programmers, 
insurance adjusters, analysts; Hollingshead Score: 6 or 7), 30% hold clerical, sales or skilled 
labor positions (e.g., bank tellers, cashiers, postal workers; Hollingshead Score: 4 or 5), and 12% 
hold semi-skilled and laborer positions (e.g., machine operators, attendants, etc.; Hollingshead 
Score: 1, 2 or 3).  A larger percentage of the mothers, on the other hand, appear to have more 
prestigious positions: 47% were reported to have professional/executive positions (the majority 
being Registered Nurses), 24% hold technical or managerial positions, 24% hold clerical or sales 
position, and 6% hold semi-skilled labor positions.  Additionally, approximately 58% of the 
fathers and 76% of the mothers have a college degree or a post-graduate degree.  The majority of 
both the mothers and the fathers received their highest degree from the Philippines (75% and 
74%, respectively). 
The Hollingshead Scale was also used to determine the socioeconomic status (SES) of 
the family.  This was done by combining the parents’ educational attainment score (measured on 
a 7 point-scale; 7 = postgraduate education, 1 = less than high school education) with parents’ 
occupational score (measured on Hollingshead’s 9-point scale).  Moreover, Hollingshead (1975) 
assigned different weights to the educational score and the occupational score, such that the final 
SES scores are calculated using the formula: (3 * Educational Score) + (5 * Occupational Score).  
Of the 388 participants who reported both their parents’ level of education and occupation, 121 
(31%) belong to the upper class (Hollingshead Score: 55-66), 204 (53%) belong to the upper 
middle class (Hollingshead Score: 40-54), 50 (13%) belong to the middle class, and 12 (3%) 
belong to the lower middle class.  When mothers’ and fathers’ Hollingshead scores were 
compared, it was found that mothers (M = 48.45, SD = 9.36) had significantly higher scores than 
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fathers (M = 44.44, SD = 12.7), t(262) = -4.85, p < .001).  Such discrepancy was a reflection of 
the participants’ mothers’ higher educational attainment (t(391) = -5.11, p < .001) and more 
prestigious occupations (t(269) = -4.13, p < .001) compared to the fathers.  Given that the study 
sample came from both the Midwest (Illinois) and the West Coast (California), an independent 
sample t-test was conducted to assess possible regional differences in SES.  The result suggested 
that there was a significant effect for region, t(386) = -2.40, p < .05, with Filipinos in the 
Midwest having higher SES.  
 
5.2 Measures  
 Demographic questionnaire. A 28-item demographic questionnaire assessing the 
participants’ age, ethnic identity/affiliation, religious affiliation, year in school, generational 
status, parental education and income, neighborhood and family composition was administered 
at the beginning of the session.   
Satisfaction scale. Because there are currently no scales that assess the level of 
satisfaction participants feel towards their parents’ ability to fulfill their responsibilities, a 
questionnaire was developed for this purpose.  To generate items for the scale, the researcher 
performed a secondary analysis of 30 interviews from the preliminary research (i.e., Lim, 2008) 
detailed above.  Transcripts from the interviews were re-analyzed and themes relating to the 
construct of children’s satisfaction were derived.  With the themes derived from the interview, 
items for the new instrument were subsequently generated.  The themes that emerged from the 
data include (1) efforts to spend quality time with children (e.g., “My parents set aside time to 
talk to me about my day”), (2) emotional availability (e.g., “My parents comforted me when I 
felt sad, frustrated or upset”), (3) care giving (e.g., “My parents cooked and prepared meals for 
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the family”), (4) discipline (e.g., “My parents explained to me why I was punished”), and (5) 
educational and financial support (e.g., “My parents checked how I was performing 
(academically) in school”).   
To ensure trustworthiness of the derived themes, the researcher conducted a focus group 
discussion with college students at a Filipino American conference held in one of the universities 
in the Midwest.  The meeting, attended by twenty-two participants (12 females), was designed as 
a workshop that invited participants to share their experiences living in a Filipino American 
household.  During the meeting, the participants briefly discussed their relationship with their 
parents as well as the sources of conflict in the family.  Nevertheless, the bulk of the 75-minute 
session centered on the factors that influence participants’ satisfaction with their parents 
parenting behaviors.  An initial discussion was held to obtain new ideas from the participants 
without being influenced by the scale’s items.  This initial discussion of the topic was followed 
by the administration of the Satisfaction Questionnaire items generated from Lim (2008)’s study.  
To assess transferability, upon completing the questionnaire, the participants were asked to 
comment on the scale’s items.  Additional items were written and previously generated items 
were modified based on the group discussion and an initial administration of the items.  The 
theme of “acceptance and personal connection” (e.g., “My parents made an effort to get to know 
me as a person”) was added after discussing the initial themes with the participants from the 
discussion group.  Furthermore, items relevant to the enculturation (e.g., “My parents taught me 
the value of family closeness”) of Filipino children were also included in the final version of the 
40-item scale.  In the survey, participants were asked to indicate their level of satisfaction (1 = 
very dissatisfied; 6 = very satisfied) with each parent’s ability to fulfill their parental roles and 
responsibilities.   
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 Depression. Depressive symptoms were assessed using the Anhedonic Depression 
Subscale of the Revised Mood and Anxiety Questionnaire (MASQ-R; Clark & Watson, 1991; 
Watson & Clark, 1991; Watson et al., 1995).  The MASQ is a 90-item measure based upon the 
symptom criteria for the mood and anxiety disorders of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 
Mental Disorders (4th Edition, DSM-IV; American Psychiatric Association, 1994).  For the 
current study, only the Anhedonic Depression Subscale, comprised of 22 items, were used.  
These items include, “I felt optimistic (reverse score),” I felt unattractive,” “I was proud of 
myself (reverse score),” and “I felt withdrawn from other people.”  The Anhedonic Depression 
Subscale of the MASQ has been reported to be a reliable measure for depression, with alphas 
ranging from .91 to .93 across different college student samples (Watson et al., 1995). 
 Suicide ideation, plan and attempt.  In addition to measuring depression, 6 items were 
also included in the survey that asked participants to report on suicidal ideation and behaviors 
associated with suicide (e.g., plan and attempt).  These items were derived from the suicide 
thoughts and behavior items of the Youth Risk Behavior Survey Study conducted by the CDC.  
The items include, “In your lifetime, have you ever considered attempting suicide?” and “In your 
lifetime, have you ever made a plan about how you would attempt suicide?”  Only one of the 6 
items (seriousness of suicidal ideation) was rated on a 5-point Likert Scale (1 = not at all 
serious/N/A to 5 = very serious). 
 Perceived acculturation gap. Acculturation level was measured using a 4-item scale that 
asked participants to rate their own and their parents’ level of identification with the mainstream 
American and traditional Filipino attitudes and behaviors.  Items include, “Rate your self on how 
traditional (or Filipino) you are in terms of your attitudes and behaviors,” and “Rate your parents 
on how mainstream (American) they are in terms of their attitudes and behaviors.”  The 
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difference between participants’ self-ratings and their ratings of parents were then calculated by 
taking the absolute value of the difference between the participants’ and the parents’ ratings.  
This yielded two scores: the parent-child difference for the mainstream American acculturation 
and the parent-child difference for the traditional Filipino enculturation.  These two scores were 
then added to generate a total acculturation gap score.  Similar procedures for computing 
acculturation gap between parents and children have been used by other scholars (see Buki, Ma, 
Strom & Strom, 2003; Lee, Choe, Kim & Ngo, 2000). 
 Family closeness. Family closeness was measured using the Cohesion Subscale of the 
Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACES-II; Olson, Bell, & Portner, 1982). 
FACES-II is a widely used research measure that assess family dynamics and relationships; it 
has been used with Filipino and other Asian American participants in the past (Fuligni, 1998; 
Fuligni, Tseng & Lam, 1999; Kim & Wong, 2002).  The Cohesion Subscale of the FACES-II is a 
16-item questionnaire that measures family members’ perspectives about family relationships 
through attitudes and behaviors.  It is rated on a 5-point Likert scale (“almost never” to “almost 
always”).  The scale includes positively framed question such as “My mother and I are 
supportive of each other,” and negatively framed question like “It is easier to discuss problems 
with people outside the family than with my mother.”  In the current study, participants were 
asked to report on their relationship with their mother and father separately and the mean of their 
ratings were used for subsequent analyses.   
 Family conflict. The Asian American Family Conflict Scale (FCS; Lee, Choe, Kim & 
No, 2000) is a 10-item self-report questionnaire that assesses the likelihood and seriousness of 
conflict as experienced by children.  Participants rate items such as “Your parents tell you what 
to do with your life, but you want to make your own decisions” and “Your parents don’t want 
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you to bring shame upon the family, but you feel that your parents are too concerned with saving 
face” on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = extremely) based on how likely and serious 
conflicts about these topics become.  Initial validation studies found support for the validity of 
the Likelihood Subscales of the FCS, with Cronbach alphas (internal consistencies) ranging from 
.80 to .84.  These initial studies also included Filipino Americans in the sample. 
 Perceived parental acceptance and involvement. The Acceptance and Involvement 
subscales of the Revised Children’s Report of Parental Behaviors Inventory (RCRPBI; Dumka & 
Roosa, 1997) was used to measure the participants’ perceptions of their parents’ behaviors while 
they were growing up.  The 8-item Acceptance subscale and the 9-items Involvement subscale 
are both rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = almost never or never, 5 = almost always or always).  
The Acceptance subscale includes statements such as “My mother told or showed me that she 
liked me just the way I was,” while the Involvement subscale contains items such as “My mother 
went to my school/community events.” 
 Familism. The Familism scale (Lugo-Steidel & Contreras, 2003) was to measure the 
extent to which participants value their family, including the belief in shared family goals and 
mutual support.  The scale has 18 items rated on a 10-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) 
to 10 (strongly disagree).  Statements such as “A person should be a good person for the sake of 
his or her family” and “A person should help his or her elderly parents in times of need, for 
example, helping financially or sharing a house” are included in the scale. Although this scale 
was developed for Latino families, Filipinos have also been known to value family obligations 
(self-subjugation and support) and relationships (interconnectedness), factors that the Familism 
Scale also assesses.  The full scale score was used for analyses in the current study. 
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 Ethnic identity. The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM; Phinney, 1992) is a 
12-item scale that measures an individual ethnic identity.  The scale is thought to have two 
components: ethnic identity search (cognitive) and affirmation/belonging (affective).  It has been 
used in numerous studies and has been consistently found to be reliable (with alphas above .80 
across different age and ethnic groups). 
 
5.3 Data Analysis 
 Upon completion of data collection, the large sample (N = 409) was randomly divided 
into two equal subsamples for cross validation.  The first subset (n =204) was used for 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to determine the structure of the Satisfaction Scale, while the 
second subset (n = 205) was used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).  Reliability estimates 
were also calculated for each subsample and for the total sample.  The construct validity of the 
scale was assessed by investigating the relationship between the Satisfaction Scale and other 
established measures believed to be associated with the construct of satisfaction (as stated in the 
hypotheses).  Subsequent analyses were also conducted to test possible group differences in 
levels of satisfaction, depression and family cohesion with regard to participants’ gender and 
generational status, and other demographic variables (e.g., the region in which participants are 
living). Hierarchical multiple regression and hierarchical logistic regression analyses were used 
to examine the unique and significant contribution of the Satisfaction Scale to the prediction of 
depression and suicide-related behaviors.  In addition, hierarchical multiple regression analysis 
(entering family closeness and satisfaction  level separately on the first step and adding the 
interaction between them in the model on the second step) was also conducted to test the 
moderation hypothesis.   
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CHAPTER 6 
RESULTS 
 
6.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
 To determine the factor structure of the Children’s Satisfaction Scale, approximately half 
(n = 204) of the total sample was randomly selected for exploratory factor analysis, while the 
other half (n = 205) was designated for confirmatory factor analysis.  The two subsamples were 
subsequently compared to test possible differences in demographic characteristics.  Table 1 
shows that no significant differences were found on any of the demographic variables of the two 
split-half samples.   
Prior to conducting correlational analyses to determine if the unit-weight factors are 
suitable for factor analysis, the participants’ ratings of their mothers and of their fathers were 
combined; their ratings for each parent on each of the 40 items were averaged to yield a mean for 
each item.  These mean item scores were then entered into factor analysis.  In determining which 
factor extraction method to use, each scale item was examined for multivariate normality 
(skewness and kurtosis) using Normal Q-Q plots and histograms.  Results from these analyses 
suggested that many of the items were negatively skewed, which indicated that Maximum 
Likelihood extraction was not appropriate.  Thus, the Principal-Axis Factoring (PAF) method 
was selected.  The initial analysis of the 40 scale items using PAF extraction produced a Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Index score of .95 and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value, 
which suggests that the subsample designated for EFA was suitable for factor analysis.   
To assist in determining the number of factors to be extracted for subsequent analyses, 
we used the Kaiser Criterion of only selecting factors with eigenvalues above 1.0 and examined 
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the Scree plot of the eigenvalues.  The initial unrotated solution generated 5 factors that had 
above 1.0 eigenvalue, accounting for 69% of the variance.  Scree plot analysis, on the other 
hand, suggests that there were between 2 and 3 factors.  Scholars who study factor analytic 
methods have warned against relying heavily on the Kaiser Criterion, contending that this 
method of selection often yields too many factors; in fact, many argue that the use of Scree plot 
is more appropriate (Costello & Osbourne, 2005). However, some also caution against extracting 
too few factors, suggesting that it may be better to err on extracting more factors than extracting 
too few.  In some cases, some statisticians argue, extracting a limited number of factors may lead 
researchers with factors that are difficult to interpret or not meaningful (Zwick & Velicer, 1986). 
Given that our primary goal for conducting factor analysis was to determine the factor 
structure of the scale—not to reduce the number of items in the scale—an effort was made to 
retain as many of the scale items as possible, ensuring that the final selected items for the 
measure still reflect the construct for which the scale was designed.  With this in mind, several 
guidelines were followed when deciding which items to remove: (a) items whose primary 
loading were less than .4 or items that loaded highly on more than one factor, (b) any item that 
created its own factor, and (c) items with low communalities (less than .5) that lead to low 
reliability, or items that had more unique variance than variance in common with other items 
(Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). 
With the assumption that the factors to be derived would be correlated, the Direct 
Oblimin rotation method was used to extract 5-, 4-,3-, and 2-factor solutions.  Of these, the 4-
factor solution appeared to be the simplest and most interpretable—yielding factors that very 
closely reflected the initial themes that embodied the construct of children’s satisfaction.  
Although the derived 5- and 2-factor solutions also satisfied the guidelines mentioned above, the 
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5-factor solution seemed to separate related items into different factors, while the more restricted 
2-factor solution seemed to combine items belonging to different factors into the same factor, 
making the factors more difficult to interpret.  Forcing the 40 items into a 3-factor solution did 
not reveal a 3-factor pattern.  Instead, most of the items loaded on to the first two factors; only 4 
items loaded on the third factor and 3 of these 4 items loaded highly (above .4) on the first two 
factors, as well.   
Table 2 shows the loadings of the 28 items that were retained to make up the 4-factor 
solution.  This 28-item, 4-factor scale—which accounted for approximately 73% of the 
variance—was derived through an iterative process that took into account the guidelines (e.g., 
communalities of at least .5) underscored above.  All 28 items loaded highly on their primary 
factor, with only 3 items cross-loading (.4 or higher) onto a secondary factor.  As shown in Table 
2, Factor 1 items describe satisfaction with parents’ ability to make children feel a sense of 
importance (that they matter) and their ability to facilitate children’s development of self-esteem.  
Items in Factor 2 describe satisfaction with parents’ ability to instill in their children core cultural 
beliefs and promote family values.  Factor 3 items reflect children’s satisfaction with parents’ 
ability to fulfill daily caregiving responsibilities (e.g., attending to children’s needs) as well as 
parents’ obligations with the family (e.g., spending time with the family and being present). 
Finally, Factor 4 items indicate children’s satisfaction with parents’ ability to show affection and 
warmth.  Whereas Factor 1 items are more concerned with sense of personal significance and 
social (self-esteem) development, items in Factor 4 reflect an emotional component of warmth 
and display of affection.  The factor correlation matrix is also displayed at the bottom of Table 2.  
They range from .43 (Factors 3 and 4) to .62 (Factors 1 and 4).  These non-zero correlations 
provide evidence that the four factors are non-orthogonal and that the factor patterns are 
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associated.  To demonstrate the internal consistency of the scale items, reliability analyses were 
conducted on each of the 4 factors as well as the full scale.  Table 7 (exploratory sample) shows 
that the full scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .97, while the alphas for Factors 1, 2, 3, and 4 were 
.92, .95, .91, and .92, respectively.  These values indicate high internal consistency among the 
items that make up the Satisfaction Scale. 
 
6.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
 Confirmatory factor analysis of the second split-half subsample (n = 205) was conducted 
using LISREL 8.80.    The aim in conducting the CFA was to compare the EFA-derived 4-factor 
solution with competing models (e.g., a 1-factor or a 5-factor solution) to determine if the 4-
factor model would fit the data from the new sample better than other models.  Six models were 
compared, including (a) a 1-Factor model with all 40 items, (b) a 5-Factor model with 30 items 
that was derived from the earlier EFA, (c) the preferred 4-Factor model with 28 items, and (d) 
three other models (1-, 2-, and 3-Factor models) that are nested with the 4-Factor model (i.e., 
containing the same 28 items as the 4-Factor model). 
The nested models were derived by forcing the previously selected 28 items into1-,  2- 
and 3-Factor solutions in EFA using the initial subsample (n = 204).  The first two factors in the 
Nested 3-Factor model were the same as Factors 2 (cultural and family values) and 3 
(caregiving/parental obligations) of the 4-Factor model, while the third factor combined Factors 
1 (self-esteem/importance) and 4 (warmth/affection) in a single factor.  Similarly, the Nested 2-
Factor model was also a combination of the factors in the 4-Factor model.  Factor 1 of the Nested 
2-Factor model was the same as the third factor of the Nested 3-Factor model (i.e., warmth/self-
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esteem), while Factor 2 of the Nested 2-Factor model combined Factors 2 (cultural and family 
values) and 3 (caregiving/parental obligations) of the 4-Factor model. 
Like the EFA data, the CFA data also failed to meet the assumption of multivariate 
normality.  Thus, to conduct CFA using the Maximum Likelihood estimation method, the data 
needed to be adjusted.  The Satorra-Bentler χ2 adjustment procedure uses the covariance matrix 
of the original data and employs a scaling correction procedure (Satorra, 2000; Satorra & 
Bentler, 2001; Satorra & Bentler, 2010).  Fit of each model was assessed using various fit indices 
to provide more than one method of examining and comparing models.  These indices include 
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fit index (CFI), the non-
normed fit index (NNFI or the Tucker-Lewis Index, TLI), the standardized root mean square 
residual (SRMR), the expected cross-validation index (ECVI); and the Akaike information 
criterion (AIC).  Furthermore, instead of using the χ2 test of model fit—wherein models with 
large sample sizes are often misidentified as bad-fitting models—the χ2/df ratio was used instead 
(Bentler & Bonett, 1980). 
After examining various fit indices (shown in Table 3), it becomes clear that the 4-Factor 
correlated model was superior to other competing models.  The CFI and NNFI values only 
identified the worst fitting models (Model 1 and Model 5), but could not discriminate between 
acceptable models (Models 2-4 and Model 6).  For these two indices, values that are closer to 1 
indicate better fit.  Similarly, the SRMR, where zero indicates perfect fit and models with values 
below .08 are considered good fit (models below .1 are considered favorable; Kline, 2005), was 
also able to distinguish good models from relatively worse fitting ones, but the 3- and 4-factor 
models remained indistinguishable.  The RMSEA index provided additional support for the 
superiority of the 3- and 4-Factor models, with both showing the acceptable value of .08.  
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Moreover, the 4-Factor and 3-Factor models yielded similar χ2/df ratio of 2.36, which indicates a 
good fit.  Both the ECVI and AIC are parsimony-adjusted indices that identify stable models that 
are more likely to replicate—lower values reflect better fit.  Table 3 shows that compared to the 
3-Factor model, the 4-Factor model was relatively better and a more stable model as evidenced 
by its slightly lower values on both ECVI and AIC indices.  Finally, nested models allow 
researchers to directly test whether or not one model is significantly different from another.  The 
χ
2 difference tests (shown in Table 4) indicate that the Satisfaction Scale is not unidimensional 
and, more importantly, that the 4-Factor model best represents the scale—evidenced by the 
significant difference between the 4-Factor model and the 3-Factor Model (the model with the 
smaller χ2 value indicates the better solution).  Figure 2 shows the CFA-derived standardized 
loadings of the four factor model. 
Reliability analyses were also conducted on each of the 4 factors as well as the full scale 
for the CFA subsample.  Table 7 (confirmatory sample) shows that the full scale had a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .97, while the alphas for Factors 1, 2, 3, and 4 were .95, .94, .92, and .93, 
respectively.  These values again indicate high internal consistency among the items that make 
up the 4-Factor Satisfaction Scale. 
To ensure that the 4-Factor model fits both the mothers’ and fathers’ data separately, two 
separate confirmatory factor analyses were conducted—one for each parent.  Table 5 shows the 
fit statistics for the mothers’ and the fathers’ separate CFA.  The CFI and NNFI for both mothers 
and fathers show similar (or in the fathers’ case, better) values (.98 and .99, respectively).  The 
χ
2 /df ratios both show good fit (2.07 and 2.02), while their RMSEA values are both .07.  The 
mothers’ and fathers’ separate models also show very high internal consistency (.90 or above, 
confirmatory sample) on each of the four factors as well as the full scale.  In addition, the 
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significant, high correlations between the mothers’ and fathers’ scores on each of the four factors 
as well as the full scale (shown in Table 6) suggest that the 4-Factor model fits the mothers’ and 
fathers’ data just as well as it did the aggregated parents’ data.  The means and standard 
deviations of each of the four factors as well as the full scale (separated by parent) are shown in 
Table 8. 
 
6.3 Discriminant and Concurrent Validity 
It was hypothesized that the Satisfaction Scale would not be associated with parents’ 
educational attainment and SES.  Correlation analyses indicate that, in fact, fathers’ (r = .05, p = 
ns) and mothers’ (r = .07, p = ns) educational attainment were not associated with satisfaction 
with fathers or mothers.  Family SES (as measured by Hollingshead Index) was also unrelated to 
satisfaction with parents (r = .08, p = ns) or with satisfaction with mothers (r = .02, p = ns) or 
fathers (r = .02, p = ns) separately.   
Table 9 displays the correlation between the Satisfaction Scale and measures of other 
related constructs.  As hypothesized, the Satisfaction Scale was found to be significantly and 
positively correlated with ethnic identity (as measured by the MEIM; r = .23, p < .01) and the 
Familism Scale (r = .32, p < .01).  More importantly, as one would expect, Factor 2 of the 
Satisfaction Scale—which assesses satisfaction with cultural and family values—was also 
positively and modestly correlated with the MEIM (r = .31, p < .01) and Familism Scale (r = .32, 
p < .01).  In addition, as predicted, family conflict (as measured by the FCS) and acculturation 
gap were also significantly correlated with Satisfaction.  As shown in Table 8, both the FCS-
Likelihood and FCS-Seriousness had a moderate, negative correlation with the Satisfaction Scale 
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(r = -.34, p < .01, and r = -.36, p < .01, respectively).  Moreover, there was a negative and 
modest correlation between acculturation gap and satisfaction (r = -.25, p < .01).   
Finally, it was hypothesized that family closeness (as measured by the Cohesion Subscale 
of the FACES) and perceived parenting behaviors (as measured by the Acceptance and 
Involvement subscales of the RCRPBI) would positively and significantly correlate with 
satisfaction.  Table 9 shows that all three of these subscales were indeed significantly and 
positively correlated with the overall Satisfaction Scale (r = .72, p < .01, r = .76, p < .01, and r = 
.63, p < .01, respectively).  Nevertheless, the magnitudes of their correlation with satisfaction 
were slightly higher than expected.  The means, standard deviations, as well as the minimum and 
maximum observed values for each of the measures discussed above are shown in Table 10. 
 
6.4 Group Comparisons in Levels of Satisfaction 
 When different groups were compared on overall satisfaction level (as measured by their 
total score on the Satisfaction Scale), many showed significantly different levels of satisfaction.  
For instance, an independent sample t-test revealed that those who were primarily cared for by 
their parents had significantly higher satisfaction score (M=4.84, SD=.77) compared to those 
who had secondary caretakers (M=4.61, SD=.94), t(380) = 2.77, p < .01.  With regard to 
generational status, results indicated that those who were born in the U.S. had significantly 
higher overall satisfaction score (M=4.76, SD=.84) compared to foreign-born (M=4.54, SD=.95) 
participants, t(397)=2.12, p < .05.  Further analyses on generational status reveal that the 
differences in satisfaction levels were most striking with regard to care giving (Factor 2; 
t(397)=2.99, p < .01) and sense of personal importance (Factor 3; t(397) = 2.13, p < .05).   
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There were no observed differences in satisfaction levels with regard to region, t(407) = 
1.07, p = ns, suggesting that Filipino Americans in the West Coast (M = 4.75, SD = .83) were 
just as satisfied as Filipino Americans in the Midwest (M = 4.67, SD = .93).  Similarly, there 
were no difference found with regard to gender; men (M = 4.78, SD = .86) and women (M = 
4.70, SD = .87) were equally satisfied, t(406) = .84, p = ns).  Finally, a paired sample t-test was 
conducted to determine whether participants significantly differed in their levels of satisfaction 
with their mothers and fathers.  Results indicate that participants were more satisfied with their 
mothers (M = 4.92, SD = .88) than their fathers (M = 4.56, SD = 1.09), t(407) = 7.24, p < .001; 
this finding was replicated when reports on parents were compared for each of the four factors 
that make up the Satisfaction Scale. 
 
6.5 Depression 
 Current depression symptoms were assessed using the Anhedonic Depression subscale of 
the MASQ-R (Watson & Clark, 1991).  The mean anhedonic depression score of the participants 
in the current sample was 2.44 (SD = .68) and there was no difference in depression scores 
between men (M = 2.42, SD = .69) and women (M = 2.45, SD = .67), t(399) = -.47, p = ns.  
These scores are comparable to the ones obtained by Watson and colleagues in 1995 using a 
large sample of college students.  In addition, depression scores also did not significantly differ 
according to generational status, t(391) = -.75, p = ns, or region t(400) = .43, p = ns. 
Table 9 shows the correlation coefficients between depression and other study variables.  
As shown, depression was significantly and inversely associated with satisfaction (r = -.27, p < 
.01), family cohesion (r = -.34, p < .01), parental acceptance (r = -.32, p < .01), and parental 
involvement (r = -.19, p < .01).  On the other hand, the likelihood (r = .13, p < .01) and severity 
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(r = .16, p < .01) of family conflict as well as the difference in perceived acculturation levels 
between the participants and their parents (r = .11, p < .05) were positively correlated with 
depression.   
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine if satisfaction 
significantly predicts depression above and beyond the influence of other known predictors of 
depression.  Table 12 shows the results of the hierarchical multiple regression with ethnic 
identity and perceived acculturation gap entered in Block 1, family closeness and family conflict 
(FCS-Likelihood) in Block 2, parental acceptance in Block 3, and satisfaction (Factors 1) in 
Block 4.  Note that instead of including all subscales of the questionnaire, only the Acceptance 
Subscale of the RCRPBI and Factor 1 of the Satisfaction Scale—the subscales with the highest 
magnitude of correlation with depression—were included in the regression equation.  This 
decision was motivated by the fact that including more than one subscale from the same measure 
could increase multi-collinearity and produce complex suppression effects (Cohen, Cohen, West 
& Aiken, 2003), which could consequently lead to uninterpretable or unexpected findings (e.g., 
shifts in valence of the betas from positive to negative)  and incorrect conclusions (e.g., from 
inflated variance estimates).  In addition, the Seriousness Subscale of the Family Conflict Scale 
was not included in the model partly because of the aforementioned reasons and also because 
there had been marginal support for its validity compared to the more established Likelihood 
Subscale (Lee, Choe, Kim & Ngo, 2000; Miller & Lee, 2009). Demographic variables (namely, 
SES, gender, generational status, and region) were excluded from the model because they were 
not significantly correlated with depression—i.e., participants’ level of depression did not differ 
based upon any demographic characteristics.   
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Findings from the hierarchical multiple regression analysis indicated that the addition of 
the Satisfaction Scale after accounting for the effect of ethnic identity, family closeness, and 
parental acceptance did not improve the model.  Although the bivariate correlation between 
satisfaction and depression was significant and even though the result from simple regression 
analysis indicated that satisfaction significantly predicted depression, its effect was significantly 
reduced when other predictors were accounted for.  To test for multi-collinearity between similar 
variables, tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were examined.  Several rules of 
thumb have been used to indicate acceptable values for these indices.  According to O’Brien 
(2007), researchers have adhered to various rules; he noted that some use the rule of 10 or the 
rule of 5 for the VIF (i.e., values above 10 or above 5 are considered evidence for serious 
collinearity), while others use the rule of .20 or .10 for tolerance (i.e., tolerance values below .10 
or .20 are considered unacceptable).  Still others, he reported, had argued for averaging the VIF 
values of all the predictors and suggested that values which significantly differed from the mean 
of 1.0 ought to be a reason for concern.  In the current regression analysis, the highest VIF value 
was at 3 and the lowest tolerance value was at .3.  Additionally, most of the VIF values were at 
1.2, while the average of all VIF values was at 2.  Based on O’Brien’s (2007) review, the current 
findings indicate relatively low levels of multi-collinearity among the variables included in the 
model.  
To determine if the interaction between satisfaction and family closeness could 
significantly influence participants’ depression level, another hierarchical regression analysis 
was conducted—with satisfaction and family closeness entered in Block 1 and their product 
(satisfaction * family closeness) in Block 2.  Significant interaction was not found between 
family closeness and satisfaction scale.  Furthermore, when the three-way interaction between 
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family closeness, satisfaction, and acculturation gap was entered into the regression model (after 
accounting for the influence of family closeness, satisfaction and acculturation gap on 
depression), the three--way interaction effect did not prove to be significant. 
 
6.6 Hopelessness and Suicide 
 In addition to depression, participants were also asked to complete a suicide ideation and 
behavior questionnaire—a 6-item measure that was adapted from the CDC’s epidemiological 
study of risk behaviors in youth.  Of the 390 participants who responded to the question on 
hopelessness, 171 (42%) indicated that they have experienced prolonged period of hopelessness 
and sadness at some point in their lives.  Among the 391 participants responding to the item on 
suicidal ideation (i.e., considering suicide), 168 (41%) reported having thought about committing 
suicide.  These statistics are notably higher than the rate (20%) found among Filipino American 
high school students in San Francisco (ETR Associates, 2008).  Of those who reported having 
considered committing suicide, 80 (48%) admitted to thinking about suicide somewhat seriously 
to very seriously.  In addition, of those who considered suicide, 70 (17%) admitted to having 
planned to commit suicide, while 22 (5.6%) reported attempting suicide at least once.  Again, 
these figures are much higher than the national average estimated for college students: 11% for 
serious suicide ideation, 8% for planned suicide, and 2% for attempted suicide (Arria et al., 
2009).   
Table 13 shows a summary of the rates of hopelessness, suicidal ideation, plan, and 
attempt comparing different groups based on demographic factors (i.e., gender, generational 
status, and region of residence).  Moreover, two-way contingency table analyses were conducted 
to evaluate the relationship between these demographic variables and the participants’ responses 
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to the suicide ideation and behaviors questionnaire (i.e., hopelessness, ideation, plan, and 
attempt).  These analyses revealed that only gender and suicidal ideation were significantly 
associated, in which significantly more women reported having considered suicide than did men, 
Pearson χ2 (1, N = 390) = 4.38, p = .04. 
As shown in Table 15, initial investigation of the bivariate associations between each 
predictor and each criterion variable revealed that family closeness, perceived parenting 
behaviors, and satisfaction were significantly and consistently associated with hopelessness, 
suicidal ideation, and suicide plan—none of these variables were associated with suicide attempt.  
In addition, it was also found that ethnic identity was associated with suicidal ideation, 
acculturation gap with both hopelessness and suicidal ideation, and family conflict with suicide 
plan.  To determine if participants’ satisfaction with parental upbringing significantly contributed 
to the prediction of hopelessness, suicidal ideation, and plan above and beyond the effects of the 
other aforementioned predictors of these outcomes, hierarchical logistic regression analysis was 
conducted for each outcome variable.  Tables 16, 17 and 18 display the results of hierarchical 
logistic regression for hopelessness, suicidal ideation, and suicide plan, respectively.  Like in the 
case of depression, only the Acceptance Subscale of the RCRPBI and Factor 1 of the Satisfaction 
Scale were included in the following analyses. 
As shown in Table 16, satisfaction was found to significantly contribute to hopelessness 
even after accounting for the influence of cultural factors (i.e., acculturation gap and ethnic 
identity, entered in Block 1), family variables (i.e., closeness and conflict, entered in Block 2), 
and perceived parental behaviors (acceptance, entered in Block 3).  The negative coefficient of 
Factor 1 (-.41) on Table 15 suggests that satisfaction level was inversely associated with 
hopelessness—that is, as participants’ levels of satisfaction increase, the odds of experiencing 
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hopelessness decrease.  The odds ratio (OR), on the other hand, indicate the amount by which 
their chance of experiencing hopelessness decrease.  In this case, a 1-point increase in Factor 1 
satisfaction score decreases the participants’ chance of experiencing hopelessness by about two-
thirds (OR = .66). 
Whereas the significant influence of satisfaction on predicting hopelessness was quite 
clear, its contribution to suicidal ideation did not prove to be as apparent.  Table 17 shows the 
regression results for suicidal ideation.  These results indicate that the addition of satisfaction to 
the regression model did not improve the prediction of the outcome.  Note that the initial 
assessment of bivariate relationship (Table 15) shows that satisfaction was a significant predictor 
of suicidal ideation, along with family closeness and perceived parental acceptance.  Table 17 
shows that after the addition of family closeness to the model (in Block 3), which significantly 
improved the model, subsequent additions of like constructs (i.e., parental acceptance and 
satisfaction) reduced the impact of family closeness on suicidal ideation, making family 
closeness no longer significant.  Note, as well, that although the model improved (as evidenced 
by the significant change in χ2) after parental acceptance was added, the subsequent addition of 
satisfaction reduced effect of parental acceptance to non-significance.  These reductions in effect 
significance provide evidence for the overlap between these three constructs.  Similar results 
were observed with suicide planning as shown in Table 18.  Although satisfaction and parental 
acceptance were found to be significantly associated with suicide planning (as seen in their 
significant bivariate relationship with suicide planning), their effects failed to reach significance 
because of the variance they share with family closeness—whose influence had already been 
accounted for in the previous block. 
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6.7 Seriousness of Suicidal Ideation 
In addition to reporting whether or not they have considered attempting suicide, 
participants also rated the seriousness of their suicidal ideation using a 5-point Likert scale.  The 
mean for the seriousness of suicidal ideation in the current sample was 1.81 (SD = .94) and the 
means for men (M = 1.70, SD = .88) and women (M = 1.87, SD = .97) did not differ 
significantlyl, t(385) = -1.66, p = ns.  Furthermore, no significant differences were found with 
regard to region and generational status.  Table 9 shows the correlation between seriousness of 
suicidal ideation and several predictor variables, including family closeness, parental acceptance, 
and satisfaction—factors that were found to be significantly and modestly correlate with 
seriousness of suicidal ideation.  Depression and seriousness of suicidal ideation were also found 
to positively correlate with one another (r = .17, p < .01), albeit at a weak magnitude. 
To investigate if satisfaction would continue to significantly predict seriousness in suicidal 
ideation after accounting for other predictors, hierarchical multiple regression analyses was 
employed.  Because initial bivariate analyses indicated that none of the demographic variables 
(SES, gender, generational status, regional location) were significantly associated with the 
criterion, they were excluded from the analysis.  In the final regression analysis, perceived 
acculturation gap was entered in Block 1, family closeness and conflict (FCS-Likelihood) were 
entered in Block 2, parental acceptance in Block 3, and satisfaction (Factors 1) in Block 4.  
Without Factors 2, 3, and 4 of the Satisfaction Scale, the Involvement Subscale of the RCRPBI, 
and the Seriousness Subscale of the Family Conflict Scale, the variables included in the 
regression equation were found to have acceptable VIF and tolerance values, similar to those 
found in the previous regression analysis predicting depression.  Findings from this regression 
analysis indicated that, unlike the case of depression, the influence of satisfaction (Factors 1) 
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remained significant even after the effects of other significant predictors were taken into account 
(see Table 19).  This finding provides additional support for the utility and importance of the 
satisfaction construct.  
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6.8 Tables and Figures 
Figure 2. Four-Factor Model  
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Table 1. Demographic Information of the Sample 
 
 Total Samplea  Exploratoryb  Confirmatoryc 
 M SD  M SD  M SD 
Age 20.15 1.69  20.21 1.82  20.09 1.54 
Hollingshead Index (SES) 48.64 10.13  48.57 10.11  48.71 10.18 
 Frequency %  Frequency %  Frequency % 
Gender         
     Male 138 33.7  69.0 33.8  69.0 33.7 
     Female 270 66.0  134 65.7  136 66.3 
Region         
     West 303 74.1  151 74.0  152 74.1 
     Midwest 106 25.9  53.0 26.0  53.0 25.9 
Birth Status         
     U.S.-Born (1st Generation) 316 77.3  152 74.5  164 80.0 
     Foreign-Born (2nd Generation) 93.0 22.7  52.0 25.5  41.0 20.0 
Note. a N = 409. b n = 204. c n = 205.
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Table 2. Four-Factor Model, Factor Loadings, Means and Latent Correlations 
 
 Factor Loadings 
Subscale and Items    1    2  3  4 
 Factor 1 (Personal Importance  and Self Esteem) 
27. supported my personal interests (e.g., social, academic) .85 .04 .11 -.09 
28. listened to my ideas .72 .11 .00 .20 
29. treated me and my siblings equally and fairly .69 .08 .17 -.05 
26. made an effort to get to know me as a person .68 .04 -.07 .33 
9.   was supportive of my personal decisions .57 .13 .09 .10 
 Factor 2 (Cultural and Family Values) 
39. taught me the importance of family obligations .03 .91 -.07 .12 
33. showed me the value of hard work through her own 
examples -.01 .85 .07 .04 
34. taught me to respect elders .01 .81 .15 -.07 
36. sacrificed for the sake of the family  -.07 .79 .24 -.14 
38. taught me the value of education -.02 .78 .10 .01 
35. encouraged me to rely on family for support .19 .73 -.14 .18 
31. taught me the importance of family closeness .26 .65 -.10 .19 
16. set rules for me to abide by .16 .53 .14 .13 
 Factor 3 (Caregiving and Parental Obligations) 
1. was reliable when it came to dropping me off or picking me 
up from school or other events -.08 .11 .78 .00 
11. cooked and prepared meals for the family -.01 .04 .75 .06 
3.   took some time off from work to spend time with the family .15 -.04 .65 .22 
14. made sure that the house was furnished with necessary 
things such as food,   toiletries, etc. .08 .22 .61 -.05 
12. did chores around the house such as cleaning or washing 
dishes .06 .09 .60 .13 
13. took time off from work to attend to my needs (or took me to 
the doctor) when I was sick -.04 .22 .60 .06 
2.   was present during meal times so the family was able to eat 
together .00 .01 .59 .19 
4.   allocated time to attend events that are important to me (e.g., 
sports, recitals, school events or other extracurricular 
activities) to show that she supported me 
.30 -.18 .56 .07 
5.   spent time with the family during special occasions, like 
birthdays, family gatherings or holidays. .18 .21 .53 -.15 
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Table 2 (cont.) 
 Factor Loadings 
Subscale and Items    1 2  3 4 
 Factor 4 (Parental Warmth and Affection) 
7.   showed physical signs of affection (e.g., hugging) -.10 .06 .16 .85 
10. told me that she loved me .02 .03 .19 .64 
6.   comforted me when I felt sad, frustrated or upset .23 .09 .15 .57 
19. let me know how to earn back privileges that I had lost .29 .19 -.01 .53 
20. explained to me why I was being punished .26 .10 .10 .46 
18. praised me when I did something right .30 .18 -.01 .46 
Eigenvalues 15.18 2.35 1.75 1.03 
% of variance 54.22 8.40 6.26  3.68 
M 4.04 5.18 4.91 4.44 
SD 1.15 .85 .80 1.04 
Factor Correlations     
1 −    
2   .51 −   
3   .50   .60 −  
4  .61 .45 .42 − 
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Table 3. Model Fit Comparison 
 
Model 
Satorra-
Bentler 
Scaled χ2 
df χ2/df CFI NNFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
CI 
SRMR ECVI AIC 
Nested Models           
1   One Factor (28 items) 1998.17 350 5.71 .94 .94 .15 .15 ; .16 .08 10.34 2110.17 
2   Two Correlated Factors  933.52 349 2.67 .98 .98 .09 .08 ; .10 .09 5.14 1037.52 
3   Three Correlated Factors 818.88 347 2.36 .98 .98 .08 .08 ; .09 .07 4.59 936.88 
4   Four Correlated Factors 810.21 344 2.36 .98 .98 .08 .08 ; .09 .07 4.58 934.21 
Non-Nested Models           
5   One Factor (40 items) 4206.71 740 5.68 .94 .94 .15 .15 ; .16 .09 21.4 4366.71 
6   Five Correlated Factors 1022.67 395 2.58 .98 .98 .09 .08 ; .09 .08 5.70 1162.67 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; CI = Confidence Interval; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; ECVI=Expected Cross Validation 
Index; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion. 
  
�͚
 
54 
 
Table 4. Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Square Difference Test between Nested Models 
 
Nested Model 
Comparison 
More Constrained Model  Less Constrained Model  SBχ2 Difference Test 
Normal 
χ
2 
Satorra-Bentler 
Scaled χ2 
df 
 Normal 
χ
2 
Satorra-Bentler 
Scaled χ2 
df 
 SBχ2 
difference 
p 
1 vs. 3 3820.30 1998.17 350  1560.34 818.88 347  849.80 < .01 
1 vs. 4 3820.30 1998.17 350  1546.79 810.21 344  1098.98 < .01 
2 vs. 3 1815.66 933.52 349  1560.34 818.88 347  28.97 < .01 
2 vs. 4 1815.66 933.52 349  1546.79 810.21 344  60.94 < .01 
3 vs. 4 1560.34 818.88 347  1546.79 810.21 344  9.13 < .05 
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Table 5. Model Fit Comparison between Combined Parents’ Data and Separated Mothers’ and Fathers’ Data 
 
Model 
Satorra-Bentler 
Scaled χ2 
df χ2 : df CFI NNFI RMSEA 
RMSEA  
CI 
Parents Combined 810.21 344 2.36 .98 .98 .08 .08 ; .09 
Mothers Only  711.59 344 2.07 .98 .98 .07 .06 ; .08 
Fathers Only 694.22 344 2.02 .99 .99 .07 .06 ; .08 
Note. n = 205(CFA subsample).  df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; NNFI = Non-Normed Fit 
Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI = Confidence Interval; SRMR = Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual. 
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Table 6. Factor Correlations (Parents Combined and Separated) 
 
 Parents Combined  Mothers Only  Fathers Only 
 F1 F2 F3 F4 Full  mF1 mF2 mF3 mF4 mFull  fF1 fF2 fF3 fF4 fFull 
F1 −                 
F2 .69 −                
F3 .67 .76 −               
F4 .84 .71 .70 −              
Full .92 .87 .86 .92 −             
 
    
         
    
mF1 .87 .57 .57 .76 .79  −           
mF2 .57 .78 .57 .61 .70  .64 −          
mF3 .49 .50 .70 .51 .61  .59 .68 −         
mF4 .72 .58 .58 .85 .77  .84 .69 .63 −        
mFull .76 .66 .66 .77 .80  .91 .84 .81 .92 −       
                  
fF1 .89 .65 .62 .73 .82  .54 .38 .30 .43 .47  −     
fF2 .60 .92 .70 .61 .78  .39 .47 .30 .37 .42  .67 −    
fF3 .59 .67 .88 .61 .75  .39 .31 .30 .38 .38  .63 .75 −   
fF4 .76 .67 .65 .90 .84  .51 .40 .34 .52 .49  .82 .65 .66 −  
fFull .80 .82 .80 .81 .90  .52 .45 .35 .48 .50  .90 .87 .86 .90 − 
Note. n = 205 (CFA subsample).  All correlations are significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). F1 = Factor 1 (Importance); F2 = Factor 2 
(Cultural & Family Values); F3 = Factor 3 (Caregiving & Parental Obligations); F4 = Factor 4 (Warmth); Full = Full Satisfaction 
Scale.  
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Table 7. Internal Consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha) of Satisfaction Scale 
 
Sample 
Parents Combined  Mothers Only  Fathers Only 
F1 F2 F3 F4 Full  F1 F2 F3 F4 Full  F1 F2 F3 F4 Full 
Exploratorya .92 .95 .91 .92 .97  .91 .92 .84 .89 .95  .91 .96 .93 .91 .97 
Confirmatoryb .95 .94 .92 .91 .97  .93 .92 .90 .88 .96  .94 .95 .92 .92 .97 
Full Samplec .93 .95 .92 .92 .97  .92 .92 .87 .89 .96  .92 .95 .93 .92 .97 
Note.  a n = 204. b n = 205. c N = 409.  F1 = Factor 1 (Importance); F2 = Factor 2 (Cultural & Family Values); F3 = Factor 3 
Caregiving & Parental Obligations); F4 = Factor 4 (Warmth); Full = Full Satisfaction Scale. 
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Table 8. Mean Levels of Satisfaction 
 
Factors/Scale 
Combined Parents  Mothers Only  Fathers Only 
M SD  M SD  M SD 
Factor 1 4.40 1.15  4.54 1.24  4.26 1.34 
Factor 2 5.18 .85  5.38 .81  5.04 1.13 
Factor 3 4.91 .80  5.12 .84  4.65 1.15 
Factor 4 4.44 1.04  4.66 1.07  4.21 1.30 
Full Scale 4.74 .86  4.92 .88  4.56 1.09 
Note.  N = 409.  Factor 1= Importance; Factor 2 = Cultural & Family Values; Factor 3 = 
Caregiving & Parental Obligations; Factor 4 = Warmth; Full = Full Satisfaction Scale.
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Table 9. Correlations between Satisfaction Scale and Similar Constructs for Concurrent Validity Analysis 
 
 Satisfaction Scale  Measures of Related Constructs 
 F1 F2 F3 F4 Full  FACES 
RCRPBI 
Accept 
RCRPBI 
Involve 
FCS-L FCS-S Gap MEIM Fam 
F1 (.93)       
F2 .69* (.95)      
F3 .67* .76* (.92)     
F4 .84* .71* .70* (.92)    
Full .92* .87* .86* .92* (.97)   
        
FACES .72* .61* .55* .67* .72* (.91)   
Accept .76* .58* .56* .76* .76*    .73
* (.96)   
Involve .62* .47* .55* .59* .63*    .52*    .69* (.92)      
FCS-L -.39* -.17* -.24* -.35* -.34*  -.39*  -.36*  -.14* (.87)     
FCS-S -.42* -.20* -.25* -.36* -.36*  -.39*  -.33*  -.13*    .86* (.89)    
Gap -.27* -.18* -.18* -.22* -.24*  -.29*  -.24*  -.15*    .25*   .25* −   
MEIM .20* .31* .14* .18* .23*   .25*  .21*    .20*    .00 -.02 -.31* (.93)  
Fam .31* .32* .20* .29* .32*   .25*    .34*    .21*  -.09 -.13* -.23* .37* (.88) 
 Note. * p < .01. N = 409. F1=Factor 1 (Importance); F2=Factor 2 (Cultural & Family Values); F3=Factor 3 (Caregiving 
/Obligations); F4=Factor 4 (Warmth); Full=Full Scale; FACES=Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale; 
RCRPBI=Revised Children’s Report of Parental Behaviors Inventory (Acceptance and Involvement Subscales); FCS=Family 
Conflict Scale (L=Likelihood Subscale, S=Seriousness Subscale); Gap=Acculturation Gap; MEIM=Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
Measure; FAM=Familism Scale.  Cronbach’s alphas are shown in the diagonal.
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Table 10. Descriptives for Total Sample 
 
Scale/Factor M SD Obs Min Obs Max 
Satisfaction Scale 4.73 .86 1.55 6.00 
   Factor 1 4.40 1.15 1.00 6.00 
   Factor 2 5.16 .86 1.00 6.00 
   Factor 3 4.91 .80 2.33 6.00 
   Factor 4 4.44 1.04 1.33 6.00 
MASQ-Depression 2.44 .68 1.05 4.52 
FACES-Cohesion 3.31 .63 1.30 4.87 
RCRPBI-Acceptance 3.34 .84 1.06 5.00 
RCRPBI-Involvement 2.90 .86 1.11 5.00 
FCS-Likelihood 2.77 .90 1.00 5.00 
FCS-Seriousness 2.36 .86 1.00 5.00 
Acculturation Gap 1.97 1.43 .00 7.00 
MEIM (Ethnic Identity) 3.19 .59 1.25 4.00 
Familism 7.10 1.15 2.56 10.00 
Note. * p < .01. N = 409. Factor 1= Importance; Factor 2 = Cultural & 
Family Values; Factor 3 = Caregiving /Obligations; Factor 4 = Warmth; 
Full = Full Scale; FACES = Family Adaptability and Cohesion 
Evaluation Scale; RCRPBI = Revised Children’s Report of Parental 
Behaviors Inventory (Acceptance and Involvement Subscales); FCS = 
Family Conflict Scale (L = Likelihood Subscale, S = Seriousness 
Subscale); Gap = perceived acculturation gap; MEIM = Multigroup 
Ethnic Identity Measure; FAM = Familism Scale 
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Table 11. Correlations Between Depression, Seriousness of Suicidal Ideation, and their 
Predictors
 
Scale/Factor Depression 
 Seriousness of 
Suicidal 
Ideation 
Satisfaction Scale -.27**  -.22** 
   Factor 1 -.28**  -.27** 
   Factor 2 -.23**         -.10* 
   Factor 3 -.20**  -.14** 
   Factor 4 -.26**  -.23** 
FACES-Cohesion -.34**  -.21** 
RCRPBI Acceptance -.32**  -.26** 
RCRPBI Involvement -.19**   -.19** 
FCS-Likelihood  .13**  .12* 
FCS-Seriousness  .16**  .11* 
MEIM -.24**          .00 
Familism        -.09         -.07 
Acculturation Gap         .11*        -.23* 
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01.  N = 409.  Factor 1= Importance; 
Factor 2 = Cultural & Family Values; Factor 3 = Caregiving 
/Obligations; Factor 4 = Warmth; Full=Full Scale; FACES = 
Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale; RCRPBI 
= Revised Children’s Report of Parental Behaviors Inventory 
(Acceptance and Involvement Subscales); FCS = Family 
Conflict Scale (L = Likelihood Subscale, S = Seriousness 
Subscale); MEIM = Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure; 
MASQ = Mood and Anxiety Questionnaire (Anhedonic 
Depression Subscale). 
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Table 12. Hierarchical Multiple Regression: Factors Predicting Depression 
 
 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 
Beta     
Cultural Factors    
     Ethnic Identity 
     Acculturation Gap 
 
   -.23** 
 .05 
 
    -.17** 
-.02 
 
    -.16** 
-.03 
 
    -.16** 
-.03 
Family Factors    
     Closeness 
     Conflict -Likelihood 
  
    -.30** 
  .03 
 
    -.24** 
  .01 
 
    -.23** 
-.01 
Parenting Factors    
     Acceptance 
   
-.11† 
 
-.10 
Satisfaction    
     Factor 1 
    
    -.02 
Model Summary     
     R2   .06**    .15**     .16**       .16** 
     R2 Change   .06**    .09**      .01†        .00 
Note.  * p < .05. ** p < .01. † p < .07. Factor 1= Importance; Factor; criterion 
variable is Anhedonic Depression. 
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Table 13. Rates of Hopelessness, Suicidal Ideation, & Suicide Attempt 
 
 Total  Men                      Women 
 Freq %  Freq %  Freq % 
         
Felt Hopeless 171 41.8  55 39.9  116 43.0 
         
     First Generation 37          44.6  14 50  23 41.8 
     Second Generation 131 41.5  38 36.2  93 44.3 
         
     West Coast 132 43.6  46 43.4  86 47.3 
     Midwest 39 36.8  9 28.1  30 41.1 
         
Considered Suicide 168 41.1  48 34.8  120 44.4 
         
     First Generation 34 41.0  12 42.9  22 40.0 
     Second Generation 130 41.1  35 33.3  95 45.2 
         
     West Coast 120 39.6  35 33.0  85 43.1 
     Midwest 48 45.3  13 40.6  35 47.9 
         
Planned Suicide 70 17.1  19 13.8  51 18.9 
         
     First Generation 19 22.9  6 21.4  13 23.6 
     Second Generation 50 15.8  13 12.4  37 17.6 
         
     West Coast 52 17.2  14 13.2  38 19.3 
     Midwest 18 17.0  5 15.6  13 17.8 
         
Attempted Suicidea 22 5.6  8 6.0  14 5.5 
         
     First Generation 6 7.7  2 7.1  4 8 
     Second Generation 15 4.9  6 5.9  9 4.5 
         
     West Coast 17 5.8  6 5.8  11 5.9 
     Midwest 5 5.1  2 6.7  3 4.4 
Note. a % attempted = number who reported attempt/number who considered suicide 
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Table 14. T-tests: Satisfaction Scores and Suicide-Related Behaviors 
 
Factor/ 
Scale 
  Answer to Suicide Behavior Item 
T-Test  Yes No 
df t p  M SD M SD 
 
Hopelessnessa 
Factor 1 324 4.37 .00  4.13 1.22 4.63 .99 
Factor 2 319 2.30 .02  5.06 .95 5.26 .75 
Factor 3 388 1.04 .30  4.88 .79 4.96 .78 
Factor 4 320 2.95 .00  4.27 1.14 4.58 .91 
Full Scale 333 3.21 .00  4.59 .91 4.86 .77 
 
Suicide Ideationb 
Factor 1 342 3.50 .00  4.18 1.17 4.58 1.07 
Factor 2 389 .56 .58  5.14 .89 5.18 .83 
Factor 3 389 1.82 .07  4.84 .81 4.99 .77 
Factor 4 333 2.80 .01  4.28 1.09 4.57 .96 
Full Scale 389 2.56 .01  4.61 .88 4.83 .81 
 
Suicide Planc 
Factor 1 94 3.58 .00  3.94 1.23 4.51 1.08 
Factor 2 89 1.98 .05  4.96 1.01 5.21 .81 
Factor 3 93 2.75 .01  4.67 .87 4.98 .76 
Factor 4 92 2.65 .01  4.07 1.17 4.51  .98 
Full Scale 91 3.10 .00  4.42 .96 4.80 .81 
         
Note.  
a In your lifetime, have you ever felt so sad or hopeless almost every day for two weeks or 
more in a row that you stopped doing some usual activities? 
b In your lifetime, have you ever considered attempting suicide? 
c In your lifetime, have you ever made a plan about how you would attempt suicide? 
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Table 15. Bivariate Associations Between Predictor Variables and Suicide-Related Outcome Variables 
 
 Hopelessness  Suicidal Ideation  Suicide Plan  Suicide Attempt 
Predictor OR 95% CI  OR 95% CI  OR 95% CI  OR 95% CI 
Cultural Factors            
  Ethnic Identity .75 [0.61 - 0.92]**  .98 [0.80 - 1.20]  .98 [0.76 - 1.27]  1.05 [0.68 - 1.61] 
  Acculturation Gap 1.29 [1.05 - 1.58]*  1.26 [1.03 - 1.54]*  1.28 [1.00 - 1.63]  1.23 [0.84 - 1.82] 
Family Factors            
  Closeness .67 [0.54 - 0.82]***  .75 [0.61 - 0.92]**  .64 [0.49 - 0.84]**  1.23 [0.84 - 1.82] 
  Conflict-Likelihood 1.18 [0.97 - 1.45]  1.22 [1.00 - 1.49]  1.39 [1.07 - 1.80]*  1.32 [0.87 - 2.01] 
  Conflict-Seriousness 1.21 [0.99 - 1.48]  1.16 [0.95 - 1.41]  1.32 [1.02 - 1.70]*  1.30 [0.86 - 1.95] 
  Familism .89 [0.73 - 1.08]  .95 [0.78 - 1.16]  1.04 [0.81 - 1.34]  1.79 [1.10 - 2.92] 
Perceived Parenting            
  Acceptance .71 [0.58 - 0.86] **  .68 [0.55 - 0.83]***  .61 [0.47 - 0.79]***  .95 [0.63 - 1.43] 
  Involvement .78 [0.64 - 0.95]*  . 79 [0.62 - 0.92]**  .68 [0.52 - 0.89]**  1.09 [0.72 - 1.66] 
Satisfaction            
  Factor 1 .63 [0.50 - 0.78] ***  .69 [0.56 - 0.85]**  .61 [0.48 - 0.79]***  .87 [0.57 - 1.32] 
  Factor 2 .78 [0.64 - 0.96]*  .94 [0.77 - 1.15]  .76 [0.60 - 0.97]*  .96 [0.62 - 1.47] 
  Factor 3 .90 [0.73 - 1.10]  .83 [0.68 - 1.02]  .69 [0.54 - 0.89]**  .78 [0.52 - 1.15] 
  Factor 4 .74 [0.61 - 0.90]***  .76 [0.62 - 0.92]**  .70 [0.55 - 0.89]***  .96 [0.65 - 1.43] 
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval.  
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Table 16. Hierarchical Logistic Regression: Predictors of Hopelessness 
 
       Model 4 
Predictor Model 1 β  Model 2 β  Model 3 β  β  OR [95% CI] 
Cultural Factors          
     Ethnic Identity      -.24*    -.18    -.18  -.19     .83 [0.66 - 1.03] 
     Acculturation Gap     .18     .11     .11   .09     1.10 [0.87 - 1.37] 
Family Factors          
     Closeness        -.33**    -.24      -.12      .89 [0.64 - 1.23] 
Parenting Factors          
     Acceptance       -.13     - .10    1.11 [0.77 - 1.59] 
Satisfaction          
     Factor 1        -.41*      .66 [0.46 - 0.97] 
          
Model Summary          
χ
2 Change    10.45**     8.78**     .71     4.72*  
Note. ** p < .01. * p < .05.  OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; Models 1 – 4 are significant at p < .01; 
criterion variable is lifetime hopelessness. 
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Table 17. Hierarchical Logistic Regression: Predictors of Suicidal Ideation 
 
         Model 5 
Predictor Model 1 β  Model 2 β  Model 3 β  Model 4 β  β  OR [95% CI] 
Demographic Factors            
     Gender (women = 1)      -.46*      -.45*      -.51*      -.44†      -.42†     .66 [0.42 - 1.03] 
Cultural Factors            
     Acculturation Gap         .22*     .15     .14     .14     1.15 [0.93 - 1.43] 
Family Factors            
     Closeness          -.27*     -.04    -.01      .99 [0.71 - 1.38] 
Parenting Factors            
     Acceptance           -.32*    -.28    .76 [0.53 - 1.09] 
Satisfaction            
     Factor 1           -.08      .92 [0.68 - 1.33] 
            
Model Summary            
χ
2 Change    4.43*     4.72*     6.21*     4.35*    .20  
Note. ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .07. OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; eB = odds ratio; Models 1 – 5 are significant at p < 
.01; criterion variable is suicidal ideation. 
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Table 18. Hierarchical Logistic Regression: Predictors of Suicide Plan 
 
     Model 3 
Predictor Model 1 β  Model 2 β  β  OR (95% CI) 
Family Factors        
     Closeness       -.37**    -.13    -.07     .93 [0.62 - 1.41] 
     Conflict - Likelihood    .20     .17     .15    1.16 [0.87 - 1.55] 
Parenting Factors        
     Acceptance     -.35†    -.24     .79 [0.50 - 1.25] 
Satisfaction        
     Factor 1       -.20     .82 [0.56 - 1.29] 
        
Model Summary        
χ
2 Change    12.73**     3.38†     .73  
Note. ** p < .01. † p < .07. OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval; Models 1 – 3 are 
significant at p < .05; criterion variable is lifetime suicidal plan. 
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Table 19. Hierarchical Multiple Regression:  
Factors Predicting the Seriousness of Suicidal Ideation 
 
 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 
Beta     
Cultural Factors 
     Acculturation Gap 
 
   .11* 
 
 .05 
 
  .04 
 
  .03 
Family Factors 
     Closeness 
     Conflict -Likelihood 
  
    -.18** 
  .04 
 
 -.09 
  .02 
 
  .01 
  .00 
Parenting Factors 
     Acceptance 
   
  -.17** 
 
  -.10 
Satisfaction 
     Factor 1 
    
     -.20* 
Model Summary     
     R2   .01*   .05**     .07**       .08** 
     R2 Change   .01*   .04**      .02**        .01* 
Note.  * p < .05. ** p < .01.  Criterion variable is seriousness of suicidal ideation. 
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CHAPTER 7 
DISCUSSION 
 
7.1 The Construct and Measurement of Children’s Satisfaction 
The current study focused on Filipino American young adults’ satisfaction with their 
upbringing.  Its primary objective was to determine if the construct of satisfaction (i.e., 
satisfaction with how they were raised by their parents) was significantly associated with 
depression and suicide-related behaviors and, more importantly, if such relationship was strong 
enough to remain significant after accounting for the effects of other established predictors of 
these outcomes (e.g., family closeness, conflict, etc.).  In addition, the study endeavored to 
examine if the construct of satisfaction could explain the relationship between family cohesion 
and depression by testing a moderation hypothesis.    
To this end, a scale to measure the construct of satisfaction with parental upbringing was 
developed and validated.  Findings from exploratory factor analyses suggest that the Satisfaction 
Scale was comprised of four inter-related factors—namely, satisfaction with parents’ ability and 
efforts to (a) foster self-esteem and importance, (b) impart cultural and family values, (c) fulfill 
traditional parental responsibilities to the family, and (d) show affection and warmth.  The 
resulting factors that make up the scale as well as the items retained in the final version of the 
measure were representative of the construct of satisfaction as it was originally conceptualized.  
Subsequent confirmatory factor analyses provide support for the four-factor structure—yielding 
values that were considered acceptable or recommended for various fit indices.   
Furthermore, the items of the Satisfaction Scale showed high internal consistency (with 
Cronbach’s alphas in the .90 range), and the scale itself showed evidence for concurrent and 
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discriminant validity.  In particular, the construct of satisfaction (as indexed by scores on the 
Satisfaction Scale) was, as expected, not found to be associated with family income and parents’ 
educational attainment.  Likewise, as predicted, satisfaction was shown to be inversely 
associated with perceived acculturation gap and family conflict and to be positively correlated 
with related constructs, such as ethnic identity, family cohesion, familism, etc.  It is worth 
noting, however, that although the Satisfaction Scale’s correlation with family closeness and 
perceived parental acceptance was expected, the strong magnitude of the relationship among 
these constructs was not foreseen.  Nevertheless, findings from subsequent regression analyses 
revealed that these constructs, albeit highly correlated, each still possesses unique variance that 
enabled them to contribute uniquely to the prediction of depression and suicide-related 
outcomes. 
 
7.2 Demographic Factors Affecting Children’s Satisfaction 
 The four-factor satisfaction scale was used to assess possible group differences in 
individual and family characteristics of the study participants.  The participants in the current 
study were highly representative of the Filipino population in the U.S.  For instance, a large 
proportion of the participants’ parents work as medical professionals (particularly mothers who 
worked as nurses).  As discussed in extant literature (e.g., Agbayani-Siewert & Jones, 1997), it is 
not unusual for mothers to work as much as the fathers in Filipino American families.  In fact, in 
the current sample, 88% of the mothers participate in the work force, compared to 91% of the 
fathers.  Evidence for the high labor force participation among Filipino parents also becomes 
clear when one takes into account that approximately half of the study participants (49%) 
reported having another primary caregiver (e.g., grandparents and hired baby sitters) other than 
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their parents while they are growing up.  Having secondary caregivers, such as grandparents, 
seem to have an impact on the satisfaction level of Filipino American young adults.  Results 
from comparing these two groups of participants indicated that those who were primarily cared 
for by their parents had significantly higher satisfaction levels compared to those who had baby 
sitters or were cared for by their grandparents.  It is likely that such lower levels of satisfaction 
among those who had secondary caretakers is associated with the amount of time parents spend 
at work, especially given the time-intensive nature of their work. 
 Although a large majority of the participants’ mothers reportedly participate in the labor 
force—with a large portion holding jobs that typically involve substantial time away from 
home—findings from the current study indicate that participants were still significantly more 
satisfied with their mothers’ ability to fulfill their roles as a parent compared to the fathers.  
Changes in cultural expectations have made Filipino mothers accountable not only for 
maintaining a home, but also for contributing to the financial security of the family—thus 
fulfilling both their traditional duties at home while also helping their spouses with financial 
responsibility.  Even more interesting is the fact that mothers have significantly higher levels of 
education and hold more prestigious occupations with typically higher salaries than the fathers, 
which could indicate that they are not only the main caregiver at home (e.g., keeping the home 
functioning, providing emotional support for the children, etc.) but also functions as the primary 
wage-earner (“breadwinner”) in the family.  Perhaps it was for these reasons that study 
participants reported being significantly more satisfied with their mothers than their fathers when 
it comes to fulfilling parenting obligations.   
Of note, these results appear to be consistent with those found by Parreñas (2006) in her 
qualitative study of Filipino young adults in the Philippines.  Her findings suggest that approval 
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of mothers’ parenting by young adult Filipinos depended upon mothers’ ability to fulfill both 
traditional obligations (i.e., homemaker) and their more recently-acquired responsibility of 
working outside the home to ensure the family’s financial security (an obligation traditionally 
delegated to fathers).  Hence, it appears that the cultural shift in Filipino children’s expectations 
of their mothers may not only be relevant to Filipino young adults (who have experienced a 
cultural revolution stemming from the opportunity for mothers to work overseas), but also 
Filipino American young adults in the U.S. whose mothers are experiencing a similar need to 
maintain a home while supporting their spouses in keeping the family financially secured.   
 In addition, levels of satisfaction also differed with regard to generational status, with 
second generation being more significantly satisfied with their upbringing compared to foreign-
born (first generation) participants.  Previous studies had found that some foreign-born Filipinos 
immigrate with their parents while others come years after their parents—a strategy that enables 
Filipino parents to first establish themselves financially in the U.S. prior to bringing the rest of 
the family to the U.S.  In fact, many Filipino occupational immigrants (e.g., nurses and 
physicians) who moved to the U.S. to fill the need for more nurses used such strategy to 
eventually settle in the U.S. (Ong & Azores, 1994).  In cases where the children immigrate years 
after their parents, parents may have missed out on the opportunity to form bonds with their 
children—resulting in a distant emotional relationship after the family’s reunion.  A combination 
of these two scenarios may also be occurring.  With regards to foreign-born Filipinos who 
immigrated with their parents, lower satisfaction scores may be associated with the fact that the 
parents needed to spend long hours at work to ensure the security of the family, which 
consequently prevent parents and children from spending quality time together.  Furthermore, in 
families in which the parents spend long hours at work, older children typically take on a great 
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deal of the parents’ responsibilities, especially in caring for younger siblings and maintaining the 
home; this may contribute to older children’s dissatisfaction with their parents.  Qin (2006) 
observed a similar phenomenon with low income Chinese immigrant families; she found that the 
relationship between parents and children sometimes suffer due to parents’ needing to spend 
long hours at work.  Parental absence at home not only impacts their capacity to fulfill some of 
their parental duties but also affects their relationship (emotional closeness) with their children—
thus explaining the substantial overlap between participants’ ratings of family closeness and 
satisfaction in the current study. 
 
7.3 Children’s Satisfaction, Depression and Suicide 
 Immigrant families face substantial stress related to immigration and acculturation.  
These factors that contribute to stress affect not only the family as a unit (e.g., manifested 
through family discord) but, more importantly, individual family members in different ways.  
Immigration and acculturation stress impact individuals’ mental health.  Previous research has 
identified depression and suicide as two of the mental health outcomes relevant to Filipino 
American youths (ETR Associates, 2008; Wolf, 1997).  In the current study, depression was 
found to be significantly and inversely associated with young adults’ satisfaction with parental 
upbringing; that is, as satisfaction levels decrease, depression levels tend to increase.  However, 
when more established correlates of depression were accounted for, the relationship between 
satisfaction and depression was no longer significant, suggesting that the Satisfaction Scale did 
not explain additional variance.  Hence, the hypothesis that satisfaction would contribute to the 
prediction of depression above and beyond family closeness was not supported.   
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One of the primary aims of the study was to test a moderation hypothesis, and the 
findings indicate that there was no significant interaction between family closeness and 
satisfaction or among family closeness, satisfaction, and acculturation gap.  Perhaps the most 
likely explanation for this outcome is the rather substantial overlap between family closeness and 
satisfaction.  Given such outcome, a test of mediation hypothesis would be more appropriate.  
However, because the mediation pathway involves a priori hypothesis that must be grounded on 
theory, a separate study is needed to test such a pathway.  Moreover, mediation tests require that 
the independent variable precede (in time or in theory) the mediator variable.  That is, the 
independent variable must measure a phenomenon or a construct that occurs before the mediator.  
In the case of the current study, it becomes difficult to assume that family closeness precedes 
satisfaction with parental upbringing (or vice versa) especially because the study involves 
retrospective reporting.  For these reasons the test of mediation was not conducted on the present 
sample. 
 In addition to participants’ ratings of depressive symptoms, they were also asked to 
indicate whether or not they have considered, planned and attempted suicide and if they have 
experienced prolonged periods of sadness and hopelessness at some point in their life.  The study 
found that there was a significant, inverse relationship between participants’ experience of 
hopelessness and their satisfaction with the way their parents facilitated the development of self-
esteem or fostered a sense of personal importance.  More specifically, the findings indicated that 
a one-point increase in participants’ level of satisfaction (as measured by Factor 1 of the 
Satisfaction Scale) decreases their odds of experiencing hopelessness.  Additionally, when the 
effects of other predictors were accounted for, satisfaction continued to be a significant predictor 
of hopelessness and prolonged sadness.   
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Despite its significant bivariate association with suicidal ideation and plan, satisfaction 
failed to contribute significantly above and beyond other predictors, such as gender, family 
closeness and parental acceptance.  In fact, in the case of suicidal ideation, only gender and 
parental acceptance continued to show marginal significance after accounting for other factors.  
In particular, men were found to be about half as likely to consider suicide compared to women, 
and those who perceived their parents to be accepting had decreased odds of considering suicide.  
Lack of family closeness proved to be a significant predictor of suicide planning; however, its 
effect on suicide planning failed to remain significant once parental acceptance and satisfaction 
were taken into account—suggesting that the substantial overlap among these predictors 
prevented each of them from exerting a significant influence on suicide planning when the other 
two predictors were present.   
 Finally, participants who reported having considered committing suicide were also asked 
to indicate the seriousness of their suicidal ideation.  Satisfaction with parents’ ability to foster 
self-esteem and a sense of personal importance (i.e., Factor 1) was found to significantly 
contribute to the seriousness of suicidal ideation above and beyond the influence of perceived 
acculturation gap, family closeness, and perceived parental acceptance.  The study findings 
suggest that lower scores on the Satisfaction Scale (i.e., more dissatisfied) are significantly 
associated with more serious suicidal thoughts.   
Taken together, these results indicate that satisfaction is an important construct that is 
associated with mental health outcomes (depression and suicide-related behaviors).  More 
importantly, the results of the study revealed that although satisfaction did not significantly 
improve the prediction of depression beyond other established predictors, it was nevertheless 
better able to predict more pathological outcomes (such as prolonged hopelessness and the 
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severity of suicidal ideation).  The fact that family closeness, parental acceptance, and 
satisfaction each served as the strongest predictor for a particular outcome—with family 
closeness being most predictive of depression, parental acceptance being the best predictor of 
suicidal ideation, and satisfaction with parental upbringing as the primary predictor of both 
prolonged hopelessness and seriousness of suicidal ideation—show that despite the strong 
relationship among these related variables, each still maintained unique variance that enable 
them to predict differing outcomes.   
 
7.4 Implications, Limitations and Future Directions 
 Satisfaction with parental upbringing is a construct that has not been previously explored 
in the research literature.  While scholars in the field of developmental psychology have 
underscored the utility of investigating parents’ behaviors (e.g., through parents’ self-report or 
observation of parent-child interactions) to understanding the etiology of children’s mental 
health outcomes, it may be equally important to examine children’s appraisals (their subjective 
experience) of their parents’ actions, as these interpretations provide useful and more direct 
information about how children give meaning to or make sense of their personal experiences 
with their parents.  Rather than asking parents what their philosophies are about parenting and 
instead of categorizing parents according to their style of parenting, investigating children’s 
perceptions offers a method of understanding how parents’ actions subsequently influence 
children’s outcome—enabling researchers to better understand parent-child interactions in 
immigrant families.  The current study contributes to the literature by providing a way to 
understand and systematically measure children’s perceptions of their parents’ capacity to fulfill 
their role as parents.  The Satisfaction Scale indexes children’s subjective experience of having 
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been parented; such an assessment tool can determine if the amount of support provided by the 
parents was perceived to be enough to satisfy the children’s needs.  For instance, parents may 
report what they believe to be frequent displays of affection towards their children; nevertheless, 
unless the parental displays of affection fits the needs of the American-raised children, children 
may continue to seek more emotional warmth from their parents. 
Furthermore, the Satisfaction Scale is relevant to and has clinical utility for Filipino 
Americans.  The scale was based on a qualitative study of Filipino American young adults; 
hence, the scale’s items reflect the important needs identified by the Filipino American 
participants.  Given the Satisfaction Scale’s significant association with depression and more 
serious psychological problems (e.g., suicidal ideation and plans), there is evidence to suggest 
that its use in clinical settings can inform decisions regarding clinical intervention.   Measuring 
children’s satisfaction with their upbringing provides a useful means of gauging children’s 
psychological well-being; clinicians can use the Satisfaction Scale to assess youths’ current 
levels of satisfaction with parents and utilize the findings in subsequent interventions (e.g., 
family therapy) to spotlight children’s perceptions and identify children’s needs, which, if 
addressed, can improve parent-child interactions, promote healthier family relationships, and 
reduce the risk of negative outcomes in children. 
Nevertheless, there are also some limitations to the current study.  First, the study 
employed a cross-sectional design; thus, the results are not indicative of a causal relationship 
between the predictor and outcome variables.  Instead, one can think of these predictors (such as 
satisfaction) as markers (correlates) or indicators of the outcome variables, such that high or low 
scores in one or more of these predictors (e.g., low satisfaction level, high family conflict, or 
weak identification with one’s ethnic identity) can signify possible risks for negative outcomes 
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(e.g., suicide) that perhaps need to be addressed.  To determine if dissatisfaction truly leads to 
pathological outcomes, longitudinal studies are necessary—especially studies that document 
youth development over time, starting with adolescence when conflict between children and 
parents is at its peak.  In addition, the use of college student participants and of retrospective 
ratings of their parents’ behaviors poses some challenges.  One of these challenges is the fact that 
satisfaction levels can change over time.  In fact, these changes may be more important to 
document—as they may reflect “understanding” of parents’ struggle or children’s “psychological 
adjustment,” which results from their parents’ behaviors or from the acknowledgement of the 
necessity of financial security for immigrant parents.  In addition, their ratings of their parents’ 
behaviors (i.e., their reports on RCRPBI) may be influenced by their current level of satisfaction 
with their parents as well as their current level of distress or psychopathology. Those individuals 
who are more depressed may tend to view their childhood in a more negative light.  Finally, it is 
also possible that participants in the current study may not be fully representative of the 
population of Filipino American young adults.  Perhaps the participants in the study—all of 
whom attend large state flagship universities—represent the resilient Filipino Americans—a 
distinct population from those who attend community colleges or those who do not attend 
college.  These limitations can be addressed in future, longitudinal research.  Follow-up 
qualitative studies can also help clarify some of the questions that unfolded based upon the 
results of the current study. 
As it was made clear by the results of the current study, satisfaction with parents’ ability 
to foster self-esteem and self-worth is undoubtedly associated with depression and suicide-
related outcomes in young adult Filipino Americans.  Previous research (e.g., Miller, Wang, 
Sandel & Cho, 2002) has investigated how parents from different cultures hold different views 
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about (i.e., place different values in) self-esteem.  Perhaps, growing up in the mainstream 
American culture that values self-esteem has influenced Filipino American young adults’ ideas 
of what it means to be raised well by parents.  There has been very little research on Filipino 
mothers and their goals for their children; however, one study (highlighted in Schulze, 2004) 
seems to imply that Filipino mothers make it a high priority to invest in raising their children to 
achieve academically; the study made no mention about Filipino mothers also making it a goal to 
facilitate their children’s personal or emotional development.  Future studies can investigate how 
Filipino Americans’ need to gain a sense of self-worth and esteem (a value they may have 
acquired from living in the U.S.) may be similar or differ from their parents’ ideas regarding the 
importance of self-esteem in child rearing.  Findings from these kinds of studies can substantially 
influence the types of topics that need to be addressed in family intervention and can impact 
youth personal experiences and mental health.   
Lastly, studies can explore the perspectives and the experiences of the parents to 
understand their struggles; these experiences can strongly impact the way they raise their 
children.  Filipino mothers have been faced with the challenge of managing a home while also 
spending many hours at work to contribute to the financial security of the family.  Future studies 
can examine the stress that they experience (and the resiliency they possess) to balance their 
roles as a caregiver to their children and financial provider for the family.  Similarly, research 
can investigate fathers’ roles and contribution to the family and how immigration as well as the 
changing family structure may have redefined their responsibilities and duties to their children 
and the family.  These studies, in addition to studies on children’s experiences, can provide a 
holistic understanding of the lived experiences of Filipino immigrant families in America. 
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Many Filipino American youth experience stress associated with immigration and 
acculturation.  With the steady rate of Filipino immigration to the U.S. and as more Filipino 
American children experience acculturative stress, the need for research focused on improving 
mental health and preventing psychopathology in Filipino Americans becomes very evident.  
The current study on children’s satisfaction with parental upbringing is an important step 
towards addressing such a need.  With the creation of the Children’s Satisfaction Scale, 
researchers and clinicians now have a tool that can help identify children’s parenting needs, 
which, when addressed, may enhance family relationship and prevent negative psychological 
outcomes in children.  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 
 
Demographic Questionnaire 
 
Answer the following questions by marking the box that correspond to your answer choice and 
writing your answers when indicated. 
 
1. What is your gender? 
 Male 
 Female 
 
2. How old are you? _________ 
 
3. In which country were you born? _________________________ 
 
4. If you were not born in the U.S., how long have you resided in the U.S.? __________ 
 
5. What’s your ethnic background? ________________________. 
 
6. What is your year in school? 
 Freshman 
  Sophomore 
  Junior 
  Senior 
  Other: ________ 
 
7. Where do you live while attending school? 
 At home with family 
  In an apartment with a sibling or cousin 
  In the dormitory 
  In an apartment with friends 
  In an apartment alone 
  
8. What is your father’s occupation? ______________   
 
9. What is your father’s level of education? 
  less than high school 
  some high school 
  high school graduate 
  some college 
  college graduate 
  post graduate education (e.g., masters, doctorate, M.D.) 
  other: ______________________ 
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Demographic Questionnaire (Continued) 
 
10a. Where did your father get his highest degree?  
  in the U.S. 
  in the Philippines. 
 
10b. From which school/college? ____________ 
 
10c. Father’s major in college (if applicable) __________________ 
 
 
11. What is your mother’s occupation? _____________ 
 
12. What is your mother’s level of education? 
  less than high school 
  some high school 
  high school graduate 
  some college 
  college graduate 
  post graduate education (e.g., masters, doctorate, M.D.). 
  other: ______________________ 
 
13a. Where did your mother get her highest degree?   
  in the U.S. 
  in the Philippines. 
 
13b. From which school/college?  ______________ 
 
13c. Mother’s major in college (if applicable) __________________ 
 
 
14. What was your parents’ marital status when you were growing up? 
  live-in partners 
  married 
  separated 
  divorced 
  other: (specify) ___________ 
 
15. What is your parents marital status now?  
  live-in partners 
  married 
  separated 
  divorced 
  other: (specify) ___________ 
 
  
奀Ѝ
 
95 
 
Demographic Questionnaire (Continued) 
 
16. How many brothers do you have? ___________    
 
17. How many sisters do you have? ____________ 
 
18. How many people were living in the same household when you were growing up? ________   
 
19. In which religion were you raised? _____________________ 
 
20. What is your current religious affiliation? ________________________ 
 
21. How many times have you visited the Philippines? _____________ 
 
 
22. Did your family rent or own your home while you were growing up? _____________ 
 
23. How many times has your family moved since you were in elementary school? _________ 
 
 
24a. What is the name of the school you attended when you were in 7th grade? ______________ 
 
24b. In which city and state is this school located?  _______________ 
 
24c. Please provide the zip code for that city/town. _________________ 
 
 
25a. What is the name of the school from which you graduated high school? _______________ 
 
25b. In which city and state is this high school located?  _______________ 
 
25c. Please provide the zip code for that city/town. _________________ 
 
 
26. How many of your relatives (number of families) lived within 5 miles from your house while 
you were growing up?  ____________ 
  
27. How many of your relatives (number of families) lived within 10 miles from your house 
while you were growing up?  ___________ 
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Demographic Questionnaire (Continued) 
 
26a. While you were growing up, did you have any other caretaker(s) besides your parents with 
whom you spent a significant amount of time? 
  no, my parents took care of me most of the time. 
  yes, I have other primary caretaker(s) besides my parents. 
 
26b. If you answer yes to the previous question, please indicate the following: 
1. your relationship with this individual  
2. the role(s) they fulfilled 
3. whether or not they lived with you in the same household, and  
4. how long the person took care of you. 
 
For example: Grandmother; cooked for me and watched me at home while my parents 
worked; she lived with us at home; she took care of me for 3 years 
 
Caretaker 1  
1. your relationship with this individual ______________________________________ 
2. the role(s) they fulfilled  ________________________________________________ 
3. did he/she lived with you in the same household _____________________________ 
4. how long he/she take care of you _________________________________________ 
 
Caretaker 2 
1. your relationship with this individual ______________________________________ 
2. the role(s) they fulfilled  ________________________________________________ 
3. did he/she lived with you in the same household _____________________________ 
4. how long he/she take care of you _________________________________________ 
 
 
28. While you were growing up, how many Asian American (including Filipinos) close friends 
did you have (either you went to school with or spent time with)? 
 None 
 A few (less than 3) 
 Some (more than 3 but less than 10) 
 Many (more than 10) 
 
29. While you were growing up, how many Filipino American close friends did you have (either 
you went to school with or spent time with)? 
 None 
 A few (less than 3) 
 Some (more than 3 but less than 10) 
 Many (more than 10) 
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Satisfaction Questionnaire 
INSTRUCTIONS: Read each statement below. Then indicate how satisfied you are with your 
mother’s ability to perform those tasks while you were in middle school or high school. 
  
How satisfied are you with they way your mother did the following while you were in middle 
school or high school? 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somwhat 
Satisfied 
 
Satisfied 
 
Very 
Satisfied 
 
1. set aside time to talk to 
me about my day. 
      
2. was present during meal 
times so the family was 
able to eat together. 
      
3. took some time off from 
work to spend time with 
the family. 
      
4. allocated time to attend 
events that are important 
to me (e.g., sports, 
recitals, school events or 
other extracurricular 
activities) to show that 
she supported me. 
      
5. spent time with the 
family during special 
occasions, like birthdays, 
family gatherings or 
holidays. 
      
6. comforted me when I felt 
sad, frustrated or upset. 
      
7. showed physical signs of 
affection (e.g., hugging) 
towards me. 
      
8. showed (or told) me that 
she would be there for 
me if I needed advice. 
      
9. was supportive of my 
personal decisions. 
      
10. told me that she loved 
me. 
      
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Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somwhat 
Satisfied 
 
Satisfied 
 
Very 
Satisfied 
 
11. cooked and prepared 
meals for the family. 
 
      
12. did chores around the 
house such as cleaning or 
washing dishes. 
      
13. took time off from work 
to attend to my needs (or 
took me to the doctor) 
when I was sick. 
      
14. made sure that the house 
was furnished with 
necessary things such as 
food, toiletries, etc. 
      
15. was reliable when it 
came to dropping me off 
or picking me up from 
school or other events.  
      
16. set rules for me to abide 
by. 
      
17. punished me when I did 
something wrong. 
      
18. praised me when I did 
something right. 
      
19. let me know how to earn 
back privileges that I had 
lost. 
      
20. explained to me why I 
was being punished. 
      
21. worked full-time to help 
the family financially. 
      
22. provided me with my 
basic needs (such as 
clothes or money to buy 
clothes). 
      
23. helped pay for my school 
expenses (such as tuition 
or other materials 
necessary for school). 
 
      
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Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somwhat 
Satisfied 
 
Satisfied 
 
Very 
Satisfied 
 
24. checked how I was 
performing 
(academically) in school. 
      
25. assisted me in doing my 
homework or school 
projects. 
      
26. made an effort to get to 
know me as a person. 
      
27. supported my personal 
interests (e.g., social, 
academic). 
      
28. listened to my ideas.       
29. treated me and my 
siblings equally and 
fairly. 
      
30. consulted me when 
making decisions that 
will affect the whole 
family. 
      
31. taught me the 
importance of family 
closeness. 
      
32. taught me the value of  
religion. 
      
33. showed me the value 
of hard work through 
her own examples. 
      
34. taught me to respect 
elders. 
      
35. encouraged me to rely 
on family for support. 
      
36. sacrificed for the sake 
of the family. 
      
37. showed her love for me 
by providing food, 
clothing, and 
education. 
      
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Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
 
Somwhat 
Satisfied 
 
Satisfied 
 
Very 
Satisfied 
 
38. taught me the value of 
education. 
      
39. taught me the importance 
of family obligations. 
      
40. showed me that I can rely 
on her whenever I need 
help. 
      
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Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire Revised (MASQ-R) – Anhedonic Depression 
 
Directions 
Below is a list of feelings, sensations, problems and experiences that people sometimes have.  
Read each item and then mark the appropriate choice in the space next to that item.  Use the 
choice that best describes how much you have felt or experienced things this way during the past 
week, including today.  Use the scale below when answering. 
 
 
Not at all A little Moderately 
Quite a 
bit 
Extremely 
Felt really good about myself 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 
Seemed to move quickly and easily 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt cheerful 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt really “up” and lively 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like nothing was very enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt unattractive 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like I had a lot of energy 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like there wasn’t anything 
interesting or fun to do 
1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like I had a lot of interesting things 
to do 
1 2 3 4 5 
Was proud of myself 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like I had accomplished a lot 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt really slowed down 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like I had a lot to look forward to 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like it took extra effort to get started 1 2 3 4 5 
Looked forward to things with 
enjoyment 
1 2 3 4 5 
Felt really happy 1 2 3 4 5 
Thought about death or suicide 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt really bored 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt withdrawn from other people 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt hopeful about the future 1 2 3 4 5 
Felt like I was having a lot of fun 1 2 3 4 5 
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Suicide Behaviors Questions 
1. In your lifetime, have you ever felt so sad or hopeless almost every day for two weeks or more 
in a row that you stopped doing some usual activities? 
 A. Yes 
 B. No 
2. In your lifetime, have you ever considered attempting suicide? 
A. Yes 
B. No 
3. How seriously did you think about committing suicide? 
A. Not at all (N/A) 
B. Not seriously, just a passing thought 
C. Somewhat Seriously 
D. Seriously 
E. Very Seriously 
3. In your lifetime, have you ever made a plan about how you would attempt suicide? 
A. Yes 
B. No 
4. How many times did you actually attempt suicide? 
5. If you have attempted suicide did you any attempt result in an injury, poisoning, or overdoese 
that had to be treated by a doctor or nurse? 
A. Yes 
B. No 
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Perceived Acculturation Gap 
Adapted from Lee, Choe, Kim, & Ngo, 2000 
 
 
 
About You 
Not at all 
1 
 
2  
 
3  
 
4 
Extremely  
5 
Rate your self on how traditional (or 
Filipino) you are in terms of your 
attitudes and behaviors. 
     
Rate your self on how mainstream (or 
American) you are in terms of your 
attitudes and behaviors. 
     
 
 
About Your Parents 
Not at all 
1 
 
2  
 
3  
 
4 
Extremely  
5 
Rate your perception of how 
traditional (or Filipino) your parents 
are in their attitudes and behaviors. 
     
Rate your perception of how 
mainstream (or American) your 
parents are in their attitudes and 
behaviors. 
     
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Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACES II) 
Directions 
Decide how frequently you and your mother act in the following situation.  Mark the appropriate box 
according to your choice. 
      
 
Almost 
never 
Once in a 
while 
Sometimes Frequently 
Almost 
always 
1. My mother and I are supportive 
of each other during difficult 
times. 
     
2. It is easier to discuss problems 
with people outside the family 
than with my mother.  
     
3. My mother and I gather together 
in the same room. 
     
4. My mother and I do things 
together. 
     
5. My mother and I go our own 
separate ways. 
     
6. My mother and I know each 
other’s close friends. 
     
7. My mother and I consult each 
other on decisions. 
     
8. My mother and I have difficulty 
thinking of things to do together. 
     
9. My mother and I feel very close 
to each other. 
     
10. My mother and I feel closer to 
people outside the family than 
we are to each other. 
     
11. My mother and I go along with 
what we decide to do. 
     
12. My mother and I like to spend 
our free time with each other. 
     
13. My mother and I avoid each 
other at home. 
     
14. My mother and I approve of each 
other’s friends. 
     
15. My mother and I pair up with 
another family member rather 
than do things together. 
     
16. My mother and I share interests 
and hobbies with each other. 
     
뀠Ў
 
105 
 
Family Conflict Scale (FCS) 
The following statements are parent-child situations that may occur in families. Consider how likely each 
situation occurs in your present relationship with your parents and how serious these conflicts are. Read 
each situation and answer the following questions using the following rating scales: 
 
How likely is this type of situation to occur in your 
family? 
How serious a problem is this situation in 
your family? 
Almost 
Never 
Once 
in a 
while Sometimes 
Frequently 
or Often 
Almost 
Always  
Not 
at 
all Slightly Moderately 
Very 
Much Extremely 
1 2  3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 
 
Family Situations Likelihood Seriousness 
 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Your parents tell you what to do with your 
life, but you want to make your own 
decisions 
          
3. Your parents tell you that a social life is not 
important at this age, but you think that it is. 
          
4. You have done well in school, but your 
parents’ academic expectations always 
exceed your performance. 
          
5. Your parents want you to sacrifice personal 
interests for the sake of the family, but you 
feel this is unfair. 
          
6. Your parents always compare you to others, 
but you want them to accept you for being 
yourself. 
          
7. Your parents argue that they show you love 
by housing, feeding, and educating you, but 
you wish they would show more physical and 
verbal signs of affection. 
          
8. Your parents don’t want you to bring shame 
upon the family, but you feel that your 
parents are too concerned with saving face. 
          
9. Your parents expect you to behave like a 
proper Filipino/a,  but you feel your parents 
are being too traditional. 
          
10. You want to state your opinion, but your 
parents consider it disrespectful to talk back. 
          
11. Your parents demand that you always show 
respect for elders, but you believe in only 
showing respect if they deserve it. 
          
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Revised Children’s Report of Parental Behaviors Inventory (RCRPBI) 
Mother 
Almost 
never or 
never 
Once 
in a 
while 
Some 
times 
A lot 
of the 
time 
Almost 
always 
or 
always 
Father 
Almost 
never or 
never 
Once 
in a 
while 
Some 
times 
A lot of 
the time 
Almost 
always 
or 
always 
1.
My mother made me 
feel better after talking 
over my worries with 
her 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father made 
me feel better 
after talking over 
my worries with 
him. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.
My mother told or 
showed me that she 
liked me just the way I 
was. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father told or 
showed me that 
she liked me just 
the way I was. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.
My mother had a good 
time with me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father had a 
good time with 
me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.
My mother saw my 
good points more than 
my faults. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father saw 
my good points 
more than my 
faults. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.
My mother spoke with 
me in a warm and 
friendly voice. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father spoke 
with me in a 
warm and 
friendly voice. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.
My mother 
understood my 
problems and worries. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father 
understood my 
proble ms and 
worries. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.
My mother was able to 
make me feel better 
when I was upset. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father was 
able to make me 
feel better when I 
was upset. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Revised Children’s Report of Parental Behaviors Inventory (RCRPBI, Continued) 
Mother 
Almost 
never 
or 
never 
Once 
in a 
while 
Some 
times 
A lot 
of the 
time 
Almost 
always 
or 
always 
Father 
Almost 
never 
or 
never 
Once in 
a while 
Some 
times 
A lot of 
the 
time 
Almost 
always 
or 
always 
8. 
My mother cheered 
me up when I was 
sad. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father cheered 
me up when I was 
sad. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. 
My mother went to 
my school/ 
community events. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father went to 
my school/ 
community events. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.
My mother made sure 
I did my homework. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father made 
sure I did my 
homework. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11.
My mother spent time 
with me or did things 
with me alone. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father spent 
time with me or 
did things with me 
alone. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12.
My mother found out 
about programs that 
could help me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father found 
out about programs 
that could help me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13.
My mother worked 
with me on my 
homework/projects. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father worked 
with me on my 
homework/ 
projects. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14.
My mother helped me 
get involved in 
programs/lessons. 
1 
2 
 
 
3 4 5 
My father helped 
me get involved in 
programs/lessons. 
1 2 3 4 5 
颐Џ
 
108 
 
 
Revised Children’s Report of Parental Behaviors Inventory (RCRPBI Continued) 
Mother 
Almost 
never or 
never 
Once 
in a 
while 
Some 
times 
A lot 
of the 
time 
Almost 
always 
or 
always 
Father 
Almost 
never or 
never 
Once 
in a 
while 
Some 
times 
A lot of 
the 
time 
Almost 
always 
or 
always 
15.
My mother talked 
with my teacher to 
find out how I was 
doing in school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father 
talked with my 
teacher to find 
out how I was 
doing in school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16.
My mother tried to 
find out from me 
how things were 
going. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father tried 
to find out from 
me how things 
were going. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17.
My mother helped 
out with 
school/community 
activities that I was 
involved in. 
1 2 3 4 5 
My father 
helped out with 
school/commun
ity activities 
that I was 
involved in. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 109 
 
Familism Scale 
Instructions: Here are a few statements about families. We would like you to indicate to what extent you agree with 
these statements. For example, if strongly disagree, agree, or strongly disagree. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly  
Disagree 
        Strongly  
Agree 
 
1. Children should always help their parents with the support of younger brothers and sisters, for 
example, help them with homework, help the parents take care of the children, and so forth 
_____ 
2. The family should control the behavior of children younger than 18 _____ 
3. A person should cherish the time spent with his or her relatives _____ 
4. A person should live near his or her parents and spend time with them on a regular basis _____ 
5. A person should always support members of the extended family, for example, aunts, uncles, and 
in-laws, if they are in need even if it is a big sacrifice.  
_____ 
6. A person should rely on his or her family if the need arises. _____ 
7. A person should feel ashamed if something he or she does dishonors the family name. _____ 
8. Children should help out around the house without expecting an allowance. _____ 
9. Parents and grandparents should be treated with great respect regardless of their differences in 
views. 
_____ 
10. A person should often do activities with his or her immediate and extended families, for 
example, eat meals, play games, or go somewhere together 
_____ 
11. Aging parents should live with their relatives _____ 
12. A person should always be expected to defend his/her family’s honor no matter what the cost _____ 
13. Children younger than 18 should give almost all their earnings to their parents _____ 
14. Children should live with their parents until they get married _____ 
15. Children should obey their parents without question even if they believe they are wrong _____ 
16. A person should help his or her elderly parents in times of need, for example, helping financially 
or sharing a house 
_____ 
17. A person should be a good person for the sake of his or her family.  
_____ 
18. A person should respect his or her older brothers and sisters regardless of their differences in 
views.  
_____ 
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Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM) 
In this country, people come from many different countries and cultures, and there are many different 
words to describe the different backgrounds or ethnic groups that people come from.  Some examples of 
the names of ethnic groups are Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, Asian American, Native 
American or American Indian, Mexican American, and Caucasian or White.  These questions are about 
your ethnicity or your ethnic group and how you feel about it or react to it. 
 
Please fill in: In terms of ETHNIC GROUP, I consider myself to be _________________________ (344) 
 
Use the numbers below to indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
 
 
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
1. I have spent time trying to find out more about my 
ethnic group, such as its history, traditions, and 
customs. 
1 2 3 4 
2. I am active in organizations or social groups that 
include mostly members of my own ethnic group. 
1 2 3 4 
3. I have a clear sense of my ethnic background and 
what it means for me. 
1 2 3 4 
4. I think a lot about how my life will be affected by 
my ethnic group membership. 
1 2 3 4 
5. I am happy that I am a member or the group that I 
belong to. 
1 2 3 4 
6. I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic 
group. 
1 2 3 4 
7. I understand pretty well what my ethnic group 
membership means to me. 
1 2 3 4 
8. In order to learn more about my ethnic background, I 
have often talked to other people about my ethnic 
group. 
1 2 3 4 
9. I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group. 1 2 3 4 
10. I participate in cultural practices of my own group, 
such as special food, music, or customs. 
1 2 3 4 
11. I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic 
group. 
1 2 3 4 
12. I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background. 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
